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Child support payments for recipients of Aid 
to Families with Dependent ChMdren can re= 
duce program costs. Reviews in seven States 
showed potential to improve program opera- 
tions and increase child support payments. 

in January 1975 major legislative revisions to 
the program were approved. Problems have 
been encountered or are anticipated which 
could limit program improvements. 

GAO is recommending that legislative changes 
be made and that the annual program report 
to the Congress contain information to help 
determine how much the new legislation has 
improved program operations. 
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To the President of the Senate and the ^ ■ 

Speaker of the House of Representatives 

This report describes the status of the child support 
program before the 1975 legislation was enacted. It also . 
discusses some problems affected by the new legislation- ac- 
tions taken by the Department of Health, Educationr and Wel- 
fare to implement the legislation^ and how to clarify and 
improve the new legislation, ^ 

Our re^view was made pursuant to the budget and Account- 
in^ hat, 1921 ('31 U.S*C, 53) r and the Accounting and Auditing 
Act of 1950 (31 U*S.C, 67). 

Copies of this report are being sent to the Director, 
Office of Management and Budget, and the Secretary of Health, 
Education, and Welfare. , ' 

Comptroller Gener al 
of the United States 
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administering activitias discussed in 
this report 



AFDC 

APA 

FPLS 

GAG 

HEW 

XRS 

OCSE 

SRS 

SSA 



AB BREV IATIONS' ■ ' , 

aid to. families with dependent children 
Assistance Payments Administration 
Federal Parent Locator Service 
General Accountinq Office 

Department of nealth. Education, and Welfare 
internal Revenue Service 

Office of Child Support Enforcement • ■ 

Social and Rehabilitation Service 

Social Security Adminis tration ' . - 



NEW CHILD SUPPORT LEGISLATIONS- 
ITS POTENTIAL IMPACT AND HOW 
TO IMPROVE IT 

Office of Child Support Enforcement 
Department.^ of Health, Education, 
and Welfare.. 

D I G B S T ' _ ' 

Over 7 million children' who have an absent parent 
receive assistance under 'the aid to families with 
dependent children program/ , Many of these children 
could benefit from an effective child support 
program. In the past, however, the program has 
generally not been actively carried out by all 
Stages and has not been adequately monitored or . 
administered by HEW. Thus the States and the ^ 
Federal Government have spent many millions of 
dollars on assistance for these children which 
would not have been spent if Ghild support pay- . 
ments^ had been obtained from absent parents. 

- GAG evaluated the child support program authorized 
under title IV of the Social security Act and 
investigated the potential for new or increased 

'child support payments. This review, made at 10 
localities in 7 States showed -that several program 
improvements were needed and that some potential 
existed to establish or increase support payments* 

The lack of action by HEW to administer and monitor 
the prof.ram was one major weakness noted. This was. 
characterized by no single organization having total 
program responsibility, program efforts lacking 
coordination, and^ basic program information not 
being available. , ■ 

Operation of the child support program varied from 
State to State. Limited efforts were made to , 
establish and enforce child support payments, 
Although identifying absent parents did not prove 
to be a major problem, shortcomings were noted ^in 
obtaining sufficient data to "locate absent parents, 
determining incomi and amount of support payments 
absent parents could make, and reviewing and en- 
forcing child support payments • 

Only 4 of the 10 Ipcalities reviev/ed used specific 
payment cril-eria which allowed GAQ to estimate . 
the potential for more child support payment 
Based on a' review of 400 cases- in which no -...ild^ 



' Tear Sheet , Upon removal, the riport i 
cover date.shpuld be noted hpreon. 



COMi^TROLLKR GliNERAL'S 
RF^PORT TO Tfir^ CONGRESS 



s 1 1 p p o r t payments had b e e 1 1 r e q u i r e d a n d 200 c a s e s 
in which payments had been cordered^ GAO estimates 
that $3:1 million more could be collected annually 
(92 million from now/ child support orders and 
91.] million by bringing existing orders up to 
amounts required by payment criteria) . 

Payment of child support was tested in 429 cases 
for a 6-month period,' About 51.5 percent of 
9248,400 {$128,000) was not paid by absent „ 
parents tor that period. Further /' more than 
$644,500 in total unpaid support existed . over 
various periods for these 429 cases. 

In January 1975, the Congress approved ma^jor 
^ revisions to the child support legislation by 
e^nacting Public Law 93-^647. By requiring HEW to 
organize a separate unit to administer the child 
support program and by giving States . and local 
jurisdidtionb^ financial incentives to increase ' 
program activities, the new legislation, has the 
potential to overcome the weaknesses found, But^- 
problems have occurred or are anticipated in 
implementing the new legislation J 

Some of the problems were handled through imple- 
menting Public Law 94^88, which contained, in . 
part, additional legislative changes to the 
program. Because HEW's fiscal year 1976 appro-- 
- priations were not approved untir January 28,^ 



provisions of the new legislation, even '■though' 
the effective date for most of the provisions 
was August 1, 1975, Also, because of con^ 
cerns for privacy, sources of information 
needed to carry out an effective child aupport 
program will be limited, " 



GAO believes the . legislation needs some further 
changes and the Congjress should be informed on 
the impact of the newr^legislation . Therefore, 
GAO recommends that the Secretary, ^HEW^ take 
appropriate actionp to include certain data in 
the required annual -^report" to the Congress ^ 
indicating how the new legislation is affecting 
the child "support program. GAO^ is asking the 
Congress to consider amending the legislation 
to' 

-^clarify evaluation and audit requirements 
' and give HEW more flexibility in meeting 
such requirements, ' 




implementing several 
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— .liminahr. .nn^'^^^al incentive to encourage 
""cooperation V^idsnHfying and locating absent 

parents, ' " . . 

— ofovidp ^ ^fiSistent- incentive payment rate 
to States sf'^ ^^c^^'^iep foi- collecting support 

-^^cl^i-iEy tne provision. ^ 

Ai-o, the roiT^t-' ^ ^^X wish to consider the policy 
i eue'invo viN"^Si-^^^y;^to know absent parents' 
ihrial sernri^^- , rti&e r % and the current policy 

State ofiariaH .ene^^Uy concurred with our 
findings -and % ^et^^end^^ions and commented on 
^itfd^ is,,es whicn concern tham. 

(See P- 46. ) 

HPW Wreed vi'^H .,if ^^.Commendation regarding the 
f^ten^lf iH report to the Congress, but 

Sded that inf^ its report-would . likely 

bf limuld iF^^'^^^ht of. data reported by the 

.ea L so^-ial security number issue, 

HFW acknowle^?%, fcfi^- neither the Privacy Act of 
Ifli nor P bli^^Jv. 9^-647, which created the 
Federal Pare^^ .^^atc^r gervice, requires or 
DroHibit<y thS' t leS" of the number. "However, 
Spw s4d ^in l^-Ht °^ the spirit of the Privacy 
Act," it'has J^noe^ Ptoviding social sscurity 
^^^Bi^ C^B^PHrt enforcement. (See 
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At the request of the Chairman, Subcommittee on Fiscal 
Policy, Joint Economic Committee; we initiated a review of , 
rhe collection of child support under the aid to families 
with dependent children (AFDC) program in June 1974. The 
Chairman asked that income and support collection data be^ 
gathered to provide reliable information on po'tential sup- 
port resources and on the functioning of. current child 
support collection systems. 

Ouf- objectives were' to: 

---Determine the potentia.]. f or es tabl ishing initial 
child support payments for families receiving ■ 
AFDC assistance. 

.^-Descr-ibe ;the various child support collection 
systems used. 

—-^Evaluate the program guidance provided to the 
States by the Department of Health, Education, 
4nd Welfare (HCTW - " ^ ^ \ ^ 

> 

^^iclentify the types and sources of information 
available in the Federal^ Government which are 
or could be used in carrying out the. child 

support program, w ^ . 

= ' -f 

--Review" HEW actions on recommendations made 

in our prior report entitled, "Collection " . 

of Child Support Under the program of Aid to 
Families with Dependent Children" (8-164031(3), 
; • Mar. 13, 1972) . 

Because of a time constraint on, the Subcommittee's 
activities, - we were asked to- furnish data instead of a formal 
report. On Decemblt 4, 1974, the subcommittee Chairman 
iresented a'* statement to the House of Representatives o/i 
child support collection- for welfare fami-lies. At the con- 
clusion of this .statement, which was based on data we pro- 
vided, she 'urged that action be taken on the matter. On ' , 
January 4, 1975, Public Law 93-647 was enacted, amending 
the child support provisions of the Social Security Act. 
These provis ions - were amended again on August 9, 1975, by 
-Public Law 94-88.- This report is intended to inform the 
Congress on program conditions and problems which exxsted 
before enactment of the new legialation, problems which W3.ll 
be affected by 'the legislation, HEW's efforts to implement 

1 ^ V ■ - 



^ the I'GgisMtion, and ^pasiblle revisions to olarrfy .and 
slirencithcn tho rQqisla tlon . ' 

LEGISLATION 

= - ■■ 

The child support prdgram is now authorized undcsr title 
IV-^D of the Social Security Act, ^ as amended (42 U.S.C. 651 ' 
Gt seq . ) . It provides ^or^Federal part icipiation in State 
programs which, enforce support obligations of absent parcants, 
locate absent parents, establish paternity and- obtain child 
support. To provide a basis for carrying out the child - 
support program., each State must submit a plan for I'lEW . * 
approval which provides, for all matters required by section 
454 of the act, such as maintaining collection and disburse- 
ment records, establishing a seryice to' locate absent ^parents , 
and establishing a single and separate organizational unit 
to administer the. plan. 

Devel opment olF ch ild su^jort p r o g r a m 

In the 1940s the Congress recognized the . impolrtance of " 
the desertion and rtonsuppor t iisue . Legislative proposals 
which sought to enforce famiiy support responsibiiities were 
considered, btit none were enacted. Then in 193'a, the Congress 
took the first step towArd developing^ a child - support program 
by amending the Social Securlty Act to require public assist-- 
ance agencies to notify appropriate law enforcGment officials 
when children who have been abancloned or desertad by a parent 
are receiving AFDC. . ' ^ . . 

In 1967 the Congress enacted 'provisions to strengthen 
State programs for ^child support enforcement and^ paternity 
determination. The 1967 Social Security Act amendments 
required each^State ^to include in its AFDG State plan a^^^' 
provision for ' the 'development and. implementation of a program 
under which a State agency would ed^tablish -the paternity of 
and secure support for each illegitimate child receiving 
AFDC assistance. if the child had been deserted or abandoned 
by a parent, thq agency woaid secure support for the child 
from the deserting parent, utilizing recipfocal, arringements 
, with other States co^obtain^or enforSfe court orders for 
supports ' * ' _r 

The 1967 amendments further required ^ that e^ch -State \.s 
plan provide 'for establishing a single^ orgaxiizational ^uniV , 
to carry out the. paternity and support program ,and^ entering' ^ 
into cooperative ' arrangenxfents with ^ court and law enforceiTient 
officials for assistance in implementing-. th& prograjrn* ' ' 
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The 1967 amGndments .also prdvtded for Fedeiral reimburse- 
ment for cidminl3tration of the StatG plan at a rate of 50 
peraent for admin ihi tra t Lvc' costs, rclatfed to pabernity and 
support, activities. ^ . ^ " ^ ^ 

' In January^ 19757"-tlic Social Security Act was amended 
aqain. A major feature ot-.this legislation was fch^ estab- 
lishment of Part D: "Child Support and Establishment of .Pater- 
nity" in title IV of the act. For the first time, child ^ ^ 
f upport leqislation was separated from part A of title IV, ■ 
the aVdC program. Part D was amended in Auga-ist 1975 by Pub-^ 
lie Law 94-^88. We' discuss in chapter- 4"s§lented provisions 
of the '1975 rameridmentB and their potential impact on prob-- 
lems we identified/ . ' \, 

PROHRAM ADMINISTRATION . ^- ' \ ' / 

During our fieldwork^> HEW operated the child support ' 

program undpr the Social 'Security Act, as amended through 

1967. The "secretary, ' HEW, was authorized ( 1) . to ^approve 

State AFDC plans whihh^ inaluded requirements; for ch^ild sup-' 

port activities and- (2) to pay \ the States the Federal share . 

of costs associated with such activities . 

^ * - " ' ' ^ r 

The child support, ptogram^ was' implemented throu;gh HEW^ 

regulations, and guidelines. Regulations .for ^establishing 
. the ^paterriity of children born out of wedlock, _ for s^curi^ng; 
support tor them and all other children receiving AFDe. who. 
■ have been deserted by their parents or other legally liable 
'persons, and for Federal firtancial participation in" these 
activities were included^ in 45 C.E.R. 220.48"^and 220161. 
■ The^^requirement for notifying law enforcament qf f icials was 
^set forth in 45 C.F.R. ^35.70. The . regulations we^e clari- 
fied and elaborated on by program instructions, Information 
memorandums-, letters,^^ handbooks , ^review guides and manuals. ' 

The Assistance Payments Administration (APA) , a compo- 
^ nent. of HEW s Social and. Rehabilitation , Service (SRS),_had 
principal rfesponsibility for' child support .program activi- 
ties as part of its^ overall supervision of the financial; 
assistance aspects of the AFDC program. Other organdzations 
within HEW reviewed , Studied , or provided ^ data^ for the child / 
support program, Social Secunity Administ-ratton (SSA) and . 
internal" Revenue Service {IRS)^files were used to locate 
absent parents. ^ / ,^ . ^ .; 

.. • In March 1975, HEW created the Of f ice' of Chi-ld Support , 
Rnforcenignt (OCSE), which assumed the Responsibility foir, child 
support activities, te coinpiy with the, new legislation 's 
requirement for a separate organizational unit_ to adnixnister ■ 
the child support. program. _ . s . 
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When the AFDC program was first established in the 
1930s, death of'^tHc father was the major basis for eliqibi- 
lity,' HEW*s 1973 statishics show the largest AFDC group is 
comprised of families from which a parent is absent because 
of divorce., separation, desertion, or unmarried parenthood. 
As a percentage of the total caseload, AFDC families in ^ 
which a parent i's absent £rbm the home increased from 67 per- 
cent in 19 61^ to 8 3 percant^'"in ,19 73 . 

The Federalj Government s'ha^-ep in the cost of AFDC pay-- 
-me^^ts,. Federal outlays for AFFC can be reduced or elimi- ' ^ 
parted when child ■suppoxt payments are made by absent parents, 
T-,^-;^bGcause such payments' usually replace Federal ^'f-unds . ' 

The- following^^^statdBtics^ iihow) for fiscal years 1972'-74, 
the total AFOtf paym'ents. made .and ^ the ■"aver number of r.feci-- 
pient groups. " ; ■ , ^ ' 4 . ;J r^ 

(bimons) _____ ■ 

Total payments ' $6.7 ' $7.0 ' $7.4 

Federal share $3.6 $3.8 ^ \ 54.0. 

^ , (000 omitted) _ 

Average number of ' families 2^918 - 3,124 3,170 

Average number' of ^ - . ' . 

recipients ' - 10,631-^ .11,042, ' 10,846 

Average number of children 7,698^ ' 7,967 7,826 




^Findings o5 HEW's 19 73 AFr study (see p. 28) based on 
data from all States and jurisd tions eKcept Massachusetts 
and Guam show that of 7,7 r^illion children:' receiving AFDC 
in these States in j January 1973, 6 . 2 Dillon. ( 80 percent) 
had an absent parent,^ The vast majority of absent parents 
were fathers. Of these fathers , ' ' ■ ^ ^ 



"HEW said . that ^ when^ a family had a father in the home and one 
pr more fathers absent from the home, this family was not 
counted in its 19 7 3 study. .-a a having an absent parent* If 
such families had been Incl^uded, absent patent figures would 
be higher* , • . ^ 



— 39 percent were not married to the children's mother, 

" 27 percent 'were divorced^ or legally separated, 

■ ■ 

--31 percent had- deserted their families, and 

— 3 percent were, absent foi various reasons such -as 
^ bfiing in the armed services.! 

Of the 3 million families included in the study, about, 
2.5 million had at least one absent parent. There were, 
however, only about 789 ,400 (32 percent) ^reported to have = 
court orders and/or voluntary agreements tp provid^ 
support from absent parents . Further, onl^, 138 ,500 (22 per- 
cent) of 636,000 familes were receiving the \full amount 
of court-ordered support payments. . Abo'ut 207, 300 families 
were, receiving partial payments, while 298,200" were not 
receiving any'payments from court ordered support- ^ J^^^^' 
HEW respired that a voluntary agreemei%t not be recorded for 
'the st\dy unless full payment was being ,m,ade, ,the 170,296 
families shown to have voluntary agreements for support are 
"also assumed to be receiving full payment, i 



See note , p. 4 . ' ■ , / 

^since a Eam'ily can receivG more than ono type of child sup- 
port (court ordered and voluntarily agreed) the total number 
of familins (789,400) "is less than the sum of those having 
a court order (643,650) and those having a voluntary agree- 
ment (170,29 6) 

^Since n family can rGceivc support under more than' one court 
ordor, the totol numbor of familiGS (636,000) is less than 
the sum. of r.imilios receivinq Cull (138,500), partial 
(.207,500), or no (298, 200) paymbnts. 
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CHAPTER 2 



STATES'" CHILD SUPPORT PROGRAMS AS OPERATED 
BEFORE ENACTMENT OF THE 19 75 LEGISLATION 



At the time of our fieldwork, oper 
pbrt program varied from State to State 
States placed more emphasis on the prog 
seven State programs we reviewed could 
improvements, which require additional 
lead to (1) establishing more chdld sup 
keeping payments commensurate with the 
lity to pay; (3) assuring that payments 
reducing Federal and State funds neces's 
assistance payments to absent parents ' 
assistance rolls. 



ation of the child sup 

Although somf 
ram than others, all 
be improved, , These 
program efforts, could 
port payments; (2) 
absent parents ' abi-- 

are made; and (4) 
ary to provide cash 
families on public 



LOCATIONS REVIEWED AND 
OESCRYPTTON" 6"F P ROGRAMS 

Our review was made in Norfolk, Va , , and the followinc] 
Counties : .. 



States 



Counties 



California 

Georgia 
Indiana 



vania 



Pcnns 
Toxas 
Vi rcj in la 
Wash j ng toti 



Contra Costa 
Yuba 
De Kalb 
'Morion 
Vigo 



Lackawanna 
Harris 
Fai r i^ax 
Snohomish 
\ 

In the sovon States rcvit^wod , = the child support; progr 
uithDr admin is tared by a ccnLral SLato agancy or dele 
to a local organi^n Uion * Tn (loo r(f in , 'roxnn , and Vi rg 
chancjos had boon made or wcrt} bciincj niado to administe 
program Lhi ougli a now Bin to acjoncy, A capsulo doscri 
of: each Htato'^i child Bupport: procf'ram f:oilowK,. 



am was 
(ja tod 
in ia , 
r the 
p t ion 



Cn 1 i ftirn \ n 



In Cali fc)i:!i i a , ccuini y tlinbricl: nbtornoys arc princi pally 
ruBponHiblu l or tjh i .1 d HUppurL orH Orcnimont: , llndtM" t hu Ca l i,-. 
Pornia Wulfaro Roform Act' of, H)?!^ thu wuiraro tiapri r Lmon t 
rnqutrod t:c^ i^oror nil nbnoni' [jarent: wf 1 f'Vn'o cnnori to tho 
dintrici attorney wilhln 'iO dnyh If a na t- 1 n f ncUory nuppnrt. 



agreement is not obtained from the absent parent. A basic 
concept of the California system is that enforcing child _ 
support obligations is a- law enforcement function, not s<DCial 
work. , ■ , / 

In the two counties reviewed. in California, the district 
attorneys had .assumed the responsibility for ..locating absent 
narents, establishing paternity, 'and obtaining support pay- 
ments . Initially , they attempt to obtain support payments . 
without resorting to court proceedings. Should this effort 
fail, a civil or criminal suit can,,then be. brought _ against 
the absent parent. In that case, the 6ourt determrnes the 
amount of payment. m a noncourt case, the abyent parentis 
payment is established- in accordance with a county support 
scale . 

Georgia 

A new child support collection system was being insti- 
tuted in Georgia during. our review. Under this new system, 
collection of "child support is the responsibility of a 
single agency, the Child Support Recovery Unit, within the 
State's Department of Human Resources. Initially, oniy 
cases with an absent parent who made support payments were 
referred to this unit. Since July 1 , 1974 ,^ the local wel- 
fare offices have been referring all new AFDC cases with 
absent 'parents except when the absent parent is deceased, 
imprisoned, or disabled. For these new account^, the 
recovery unit is responsible for locating the absent parents 
and establishing accounts for them. 

Before the recovery unit was established, child support 
enforcement was to be carried out by the State Department of 
Family and Children Services through an office in each of 
Georgia's 159 counties. However, the county eligibility 
workers' actually performed the function, although it was 
given a low priority. 

Pennsylvan ia 

The eCLurts to col loot child support are divided between 

local welfare departments, law f ^^o.»^^^'^""%^?°f "^//"poSt- 
nurnnu of Claim Settlement which is part of the State Depart 
mcnt of Public Wnlfnro. Caseworkers in 67 county we faro 
oCficds try to establish riaternity, locate absent parents, 
and obtain chiLd support payments. ^ho caseworkers may 
arrange for and approve a voluntary contribution from the 
absGnt parent. ^ [ ^ 
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„ A case will be referred to the Public Welfare Depart- 
ment's support unit for advice and followup with the local 
courts when ( 1 ) the voluntary contribution is not in accord- 
ance with the department '^xp^ay men t scale/ (2) review of an 
existing court order is considered appropriate due to changes 
in circumstances, or. (3) the client initiated support action 
before applying for assistance* h complaint against the 
absent parent is filed either by the AFDC recipient or, if 
the recipient refuses to cooperate, by the Bureau of Claim 
Settlement.' In Lackawanna County the complaint is heard by 
the probation office, which .acts as a mediator between the 
absent parent and the AFDC recipient or the Bureau of Claim 
Settlement, If an agreement is reached/ it is presented to 
a judge for his approval and becomes a court order. If no 
agreement is reached^ the case is brought before a judge for 
a hearing to obtain a court order. Support payments are^ made 
to the probation office and disbursed either to the Bureau 
of Claim Settlement or the recipient. 

Washingtoh ^ . 

Child support is collected from legally responsible 
absent parents of children receiving AFDC through the Office 
of Support Enforcement, ^^which has 3 regional and 10 district 
field offices. Although part of, the State Department^ of 
Social and Heath .Services, the office is relatively indepen- ■ ' 
dent from other department programs. In the view of the 
Director of the Office of Support Enforcement^ to be rnnRt 
effective a child support "collection program'* should be 
staffed and administered as a collection service, not as an 
. ancilliar.y function to social rehabilitation or law enforcer- 
men t . ^ 

Under State law, payment of public assistance for the 
support of. children creates a debt due the State by the 
absent parent. These debts can be collected without the need, 
for court action in most cases^ by providing that the property 
of the responsible parent will be subject to lien and fore- 
closure, seizure and sale, or order, or in the absence of an 
order, a State schedule of minimum contributions. 

Virginia ' ' ^ 

The Virginia Dopartmont of Welfare and Institutions 
suporvisQS the AFDC program and aseurcs that applicable law 
and policy are uniformly implemented by local agencies* 
Before July 1, 1974, the local department uf social sar= 
vices in Virginia had primary rosponsibil i ty Cor obtaining 
child sujiport from absent paren ts. whoso Cnmilion wore recQiv- 
ing AFDC. PcraonnQl who dGtcrmino oligibility for AFDC 
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within the local departments were required to obtain ade- 
quate background information from the ' recipient , locate 
absent parents,, and establish and enforce child supr 
port accounts in accordance with state procedures'. _ 

Legal action to establish paternity or obtain child 
support payment when a responsible parent refuses to cooper= 
ate may be initiated by filing a complaint with the Juvenile 
and Domestic Relations Court. This court has jurisdiction 
over all nonsupport cases except those involying a divorce, _ 
action or final decree in- which provision has been . made for 
the support of the dependents., " ' ^ 

Effective July 1, 1974, new State legislation made child 
support- collection a State responsibility and provided for 
the creation of ah organization similar to that,of, Washing- 
ton 'All public assistance payments to dependent children 
create a debt to the State Department of Welfare by the 
leaally responsible parent which may be collected through 
the seizure and sale of an absent parent's property and the 
attachment of earnings and banK deposits, 

■ The new legislation will bf implemented by a State sup^ 
port enforcement bureau which will emphasize obtaining 
voluntary support agreements; legal remedies will . be employed, 
as a last resort. As of January 1, 1975, however, the sup- 
port ^enforcement bureau had not become operational and the 
previously described' system was. still in effect. We were 
told that the new system had not been implemented because the. 
State legislature had not appropriated funds. 

Indiana 

The Indiana Department of Public Welfare is responsible . 
for the statewide administration of public' welfare programs. 
Within the department,. the special investigative section is 
the single State agency responsible for securing support for 
children receiving aid. 

Operationally, enforcement of child support obligations- 
is the responsibility of three agencies^ at the county leyel- 
the county department of public welfare, the county court 
system, and the county prosecutor. Generally, i^ir func- 
Hons include establishing, cdllectmg, and enforcing child 
support payment9f.inade to AFDC recipienta. 

welfare department caaoworkers initiate action to locnte 
the absent parents. Once^tho parent is located, the case- 
worker will' work with the recipient to establish paternity 
o? obtain and onforce support orders. The county prosecutor 



represent the APDC recipient in establishing paternity 
or citing an absent parent for not compiying with a support 

; order. A county o ffici al explaine d th at almpst all support 

" payments are based on couft orders, since 'the Issues involved 
in paternity actions, separations, and divorce cases are 
handled by the courts, ' 

Texas " * ' ' - 

TeKas enacted a statewide c^ild support collection^ pro» 
gram eff ective ^ September- 1973 for establishing paternity and 
securing support for children who have been deserted or 
' abandoned by a parent. The nrogram is the responsibility of 
the State Department of Public Welfare, h regional attorney 
in the department's legal division supervises ' the child sup- 
port collection unit in each of the State's 10 regions* ' 

^ The local child support collection .units, attempt to 
obtain child support on a voluntary basis. If these efforts 
are unsuccessful, court action is to be uaken.\ Support pay- 
ments are made either directly to the departmeht's fiscal 
office jor indirectly through the local courts. 

Before the establishment of the new statewide program, 
each couhty's district attorney ' s office was" responsible for 
bringing charges against an absent parent for^ child support. 
Action was initiated by^ the district attorney upo^ notif ica« 
tion by theAPDC caseworker that an hFDC. graat had been made 
to a deserted or abandoned child.. Payments under this sys^ 
tern were made to the AFDC recipient and not to any central 
agency, such as the welfare department. Harris County was 
stilx operating under this system as of October 1974. The ' 
new statewide program was' eKpected to be fully implemented 
by the end of 1974. ^ " . ' , 

PROGRAMehCO STS AND COLLECTIONS " ' 

Program data on costs and amounts of child support col= 
lections was not collected by the Department of Health, 
Education, ^nd- Welfare on a regular / recurrinig ^asis. As 
a result, we were unable to acquire such data on a program- 
wide basis. We attempted to obtain this information for 
the 7 States and 10 localities included in bur review. 
Even at these levels, infcrmation is'not always .maintained. 

^ ^ . .■ 

We requested staffing, cost, and collection data for" 
fiscal year 1974 from State and local level officials. Only 
Washington and Contra Costa County were able to furnish the 
data for the full fiscal yGar. Because of: changes in their 
programs during 1D74, Goorgia and TeKas officials provided' 
data for an S-^month period. In Indiana and Pennsylvania, 
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program officials could not provide any of the data requested 
for the counties raviewed in these States. 

The staff of the Senate Committee on Finance attempted 
to obtain program cost and collections data for fiscal year 

19 7 3 by surveying 20 States. They learned from those States 
that maintained administrative. cost data that it cost about 

20 cents to collect 1 dollar. Mn September 1973 Committee 
hearings, State officials cited figures that generally sup- 
ported a cost/collection ratio of about 1 to 5 . More re- 
cently, a cost-benefit study done by a contractor for tne 
Social and Rehabilitation Service showed that for three. 
States, $5.05 was collected for every dollar spent. 

There is no data which shows how many Federal dollars 
were spent on the child, support program and how many Federal 
dollars were saved through reduced AFDC payments due, to 
child support .being coiaected. Such information could be 
obtained from all States as one means of monitoring and 
evaluating the effectiveness of . child support programs. This 
is particularly important ir. view of HEW estimates (see p. Sd) 
which show that the' Federal share of program costs resulting 
from the new child support legislation will exceed the 
Federal sTiare of the 'new collections, for^' the first 2 years. 

WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE TO EST ABLISH ' 
AND^ ENFORCE CHILD SUPPORT PAYMENTS 

To operate an effective child support program, several 
major steps should be taken by program, officials, such as 

■ — identifying absent parents, 

--obtaining sufficient data to locate absent parents, 

determining income of absent parents and the amount 

of child support payments they could make, 

--establishing child support orders or agreements, and 

--reviewing and enforcing existing orders or agreements. 

While all the locations visited dtiiring our review carry 
out these steps to varying SKtents, we noted that efforts 
were limited in most instances. This has been a primary, 
reason why a ' substantial potential' for establishing new or 
increased cliiid support payments has not been realized. We 
nstimatr that the potontial exiatod to collect annually about 
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$3.1 million mgre from absent parents for 4 of the 10 locali-- 
ties reviewed where criteria were used to determine payment, ' 
amounts , The $3*1 million consists of $2 million from 
potential new cases and $1,1 million through increasing pay- 
meryis in existirig cases, (See pp, 17 and 18.) 

The' fdllowing discusses what we learned in 10 localities 
about child support activities,^ The information presented^ 
was obtained by taking 2 samples which included a total of 
^ 1^398 AFDC cases and 1,812 absent parents, tfhe first sample 
of 926 AFDC cases consisted of those having no established 
collection accounts or no court orders or agreements to provide 
child support. These cases involved 1^312 identified absent 
parents who were not deceased or totally incapacitated, A 
second sample included 472 AFDC cases for which 500 abfsent 
parents were identified as being under court order. or volun- 
tary agreement to provide child support, 

XDENTIFYING AND LOCATING ABSENT PARENTS 

One. frequently mentioned problem with ,the child suppo^^ 
program is identifying absent parents. Based on. interviews 
and information gathered during our preliminary work we 
anticipated that failure of AFDC applicants or tecipients to 
cooperate would be a major reason for the inabirity to _ 
identify absent parents * The results of, our review, however^ 
showed that this problem was. not so prevalent as origins- 
ally anticipated. It was necessary to 'randomly select 
2,200 AFDC cases in order to find 1,398 cases to meet the 
criteria for our two samples. For these 2,200 AFDC cases ^ 
we found only 66 absent parents had not been identified, 
The welfare records, however, did not generally indicate 
whether tht^ inability to identify these absent parents 
was clue to the AFDC applicants- or recipients' lack of 
knowledge regarding the absent parents or their refusal 
to cooperate in providing this ^information. 

Obtaining data to locate absent parents . 

Possibly the most pivotal action to be t'aken is locating 
absent parents. This must be done (1) to establish paternity 
in many cases, (2) to serve a warrant before a cou^t hearing " 
can be held, {3) to solicit a voluntary agreemeirE of payment, 
and, (4)' to enforce existing court orde'rs or voluntary agree^ 
ments. ' 

Before querying* sources' which could provide, location 
information / program personnel must obtain certain data which 
is used by the locating sourcGS* A family member or acquaint^ 
ance may serve as allocating source. In such instances only 



the names of absent' parents are needed., For most other 
sources, (see p. 15) the social security number is needed to 
obtain location and income data. For, example if a social 
security humber is known, the Internal Revenue Service can 
provide the absent parent's la%t reported home address, the 
Social Security Administration can provide the name and 
address of the last reporting employer, and State employment 
security systems can often provide income data. 

' Social security numbers 

At the local level, an absent parent's social security 
number may be obtained from such sources as the family or 
emplbyers. Beyond these sources SSA may be able to identify 
a social security number, if other information is available. 
Presently SSA requires the absent parent's full- name, date 
of birth, and at least one of the following other items of 
informations place of, birth, father's name, or mother's 
maiden name. m found, however, that this basic information- 
was . not , b,eing consistently obtained. 

There were: 1,312 absent parents involved in the 926 
AFDC cases reviewed where no child support had been, estab- . 
lished. The files contained no social security number for 
894, or 68 percent of these absent parents. Even in those 
cases where there had been a marriage and we assumed infoy- 
mation on the absent patents would , more .likely be available, 
such information was often lacking. In Norfolk, for ex- 
ample, in 27 of 32 cases, the recipients who were or had 
been -married to the absent parents did not provide social 
security numbers or birth dates of the absent spouses on 
the AFDC applications. In Fairfax County, 22 pf 63 married 
or formerly married recipients provided neither the social 
'security numbers nor the birth dates of the absent spouses. 

When-'suff icient information was available to have SSA 
identify a social sScurity number for the purpose of obtain- 
inq the name and address of an absent parent's employer, we 
fo,»-nd that the States' use of SSA for this purpose was limi- 
ted For example, in 5 counties sufficient information waS' 
available to, make such a request to SSA to help locate 80 
absent parents, but only 6 inquiries were made. State and 
county program officials said they are reluctant tojJse 
• Federal' sources such as SSA because of the timelag before 
deceiving a reply and the fact that the information received 
is' often out of=datQ. Ono' official told us it takes about 
8 months .to obtain information from SSA, An SSA official 
concurred th'at in the past it has taken as long as 8 mon'ths 
to provide information to the States. He attributed the 
length of time partially to an inefficient system which has 
since been discontinued. 



Iri orde^ to det^^*t\iy^e potential of SSA as- a source 

for 'obtainin? Social f^^n^i^^ lumbers, we submitted names 
and birth d^teg of 30^ ^, ^^nt ^^^ents to the SSA. Using 
only these items ^ ^^^^form^^^oj^ ggA made a search for 

social Secu^^^V numb^^^ ^'t^^ Results showed that ' 

i . * 

'^^f or 234 absent^ fe^^rits (77 percent) SSA identified 
social Sec^^^it/ ^^p^^® possibly belonging to them,' 

^"'for J3 Absent P^t^gn^^ percent) SSA identified 
soeial .Securi*^ h irriy^^^ more than one person' 

having ^he saf^^ ^^^0 birthdate, and 

^^ior 57 Absent percent) SSA could not 

identify a BoC>\i%0^^^ity number. 

We believe the 77 ^^%^%. ^pte ^£ success in identifying 
social Security nmnbi^^ i"" ^dative of the potential bene-= 
fit SSA can to tb^ a first step toward locating 

abseht Parents* Als^^ it d^^°^strates that SSA can be sue-' 
cessful in id^ntifylr^^ ^.^^^1- Security numbers with just two 
items Of inf^^^ation'"''^^^e birthdate. According to SSA 

officials^ Jic^^evet, a identifying factor would be needed 

to verify, t-h&t the so^^^^\ ^^^^^ity numbers identified actually 
belonged. to ij^^jiv^^J^^^^ nart^^d. 

the P^st, Bt&^^^ ^^^e %taining social security / 
numbers. fQ^- absQj^^ p^/^hts^^^'^ requests were submitted to 
SSA'for the ^^^resg %hs^^^^^^^^^^^®' employers,. When a 
State Wanted requ^^^ sS^^^* provide data on an absent 
parent th® social ^% u^^^^ numbe,p was unknown* a form 

was subitii^^gd With tl^^ 4^^f ^^^^^^n on needed to search for the. 
social Security numb^^^ ^h^^^^ /^he search was. made for the 
number^ it W^® writt^f^. .^ofni • Following tH^' search 

for an ©mpldy^^'s narti^^ %!!d ^^^^^^^ ' the form was returned 
to the State without ^ t^irJ^^^^g ^h.® social security number. 

officials p^^^^viJ^ ^^sponsiblo for develbping \. 
policy On co^^identi^^ iSs^J^? discovered in 1975 that this 
was oCGu^^ij^g/ and tb^ fevaC^^^^^ stopped. They said 

their POsiti^^ is th^^ % ci^^ ^^curity numbers should hot be 
provideia to Stated ^ P^^^oses of the child support 

program becat^^® ther© ^% 'q l^^^glative provision specifically 
authoriaing SSA to do % f^^^cr, they added that SSA did 
not want to ^^^ourag© . H ' u^^ ^^e social security number 
as a universal identi^J^%^ ^ Wbij^g this position will not 
preclude ths ^^Q .of ^^^ ^g M Potential locating source^ it 
could r^g^^j^tft the us^ ^thet sources such as IRS or 
various Stat^, ^ourceS ^K^cfi provide locating or income 

data on abs©^^ parent^ \p t^^^^ %cial security number is 
known t * ' 
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" other. sourc£ s ■ 

*■ A variety of sources can help locate absent parents 
depending on the data available. Some Federal agencies able 
to provide location 4nformation are IRS, the Postal- Service , 
SSA, and the Departm^t of Defense. At the State level, the, 
departments of motor/vehicles, employment security agencies-, 
police and sheriff departments. State income tax agencies, 
and' local employers are among those sources, which might 
be able to help. • '' . 

using data obtained from the cases in our sample, we 
asked IRS"a"nd SSA for address information on 347 absent 
parents in instances where program officials had failed to 
do so. IRS provided addresses, for 232, or 66.9 percent of 
the absent parents. SSA .furnished the address of the last 
known employer for 260 absent parents, or about 74.9 percent. 
State and local program officials again cited the long time 
it takes to obtain a reply as a reason for not using IRS or 
SSA to obtain addresses on these cases. Also, they^ques 
tioned whether the information is recent enough to be usetui 
once it is received. 

IRS and SSA furnished the addresses requested within 60^ 
days after agreement was reached to supply the data. Most ot 
the information was provided from records which were- at least 
6 months old. But this same situation will likely exist when 
State and local: sources , such as state income tax return? or 
employmenb security agency records, are used to obtain 
addresses. - ; . 

' det ermining absent parents ' inco me ' ' , 

and_ ;establishing' suppo rt^paym^ts 

Once absent parents have been identified and locatefl, 
their potential for m..king child support payments must be 
established. A prime measure of absent parents, ability to 
pay is their income. -Program of ficials, may be able to ob= 
tain income data from State employment secu-rity systems. 
State income tax returns, employers or former employers, or 
family sources. We obtained from the various State and 
Federal sburcas income data for a 1-year period on 719 ot 
the 1,812 absent parents included in our samples. .The 
following table indicates for 615 absent parents the fre^ 
quency of incomes earned within certain earnings ranges. 
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5 . ' — ~ — — ■ - — ■ — ^ — — « — 

.... '■ P. ■ ■ ■ ■ 

• 0- 4,00.0 ' ... ' • 349 

4, 001- 6, 000 ■ ■ ^ ' io.3' 

6, 00,1- 8, 000 ■■ 70 ' 

8,001-10,000 " • 44 , 

' " MO, 001 = 15, 000 4-5 * 

. 15,001-20,000 ■ • • ^ ' 4 . ' ■ 

, . 20,00 0'-and" over . , ^ _a ' " 

' ' iil 

THese figures show that 16 3, or 2 7 perceTit of 'these 
absent parents,. .earned over $6 ,000\ In addition, 104 absent 
parents filed joint income tax returns which may have included 
inqome/of their spouses. Of the?© returns 69 showed a 
grbss-income of $6,000 to $32,000; This provided us with 
some indication of absent parents * potential for making child 

support payments. ^i ^ . 

* 

. In many instances support payments, are get arbitrarily, - 
while in other causes scales or forrnul^s are used to deter^ 
mine support payments. We found that ohly "4 of the 10 loca-- 
tions reviewed used a payment scale based on income to deter^ 
mine the . amount of .an absent parent's support obligation. Jn 
another location, Yuba County, California, the practice was' ' 
to try to obtain $50 for each child. But this aitiount would 
be negr iated on the basis of the absent parent's ability to 
pay. Virginia had cri^teria for establishing support payments;" 
however, agency officials in the two Virginia locations 
reviewed said they did not ,use the sqale since it was . 
considered to be -'puni tive . " . 

The criteria used in the. five locations shown below were 
inconsistent, as they considered different factors, such as' 
debts, transpotta tsion expenses^ and expenses due to unusual / 
circumstances, in determining the absent parent's ability to 
pay child support. For example, in Gebrgia the amount of 
income available for support is determined byl deducting 
normal withholdings, allowing for expenses due to uriusual or 
exceptional circumstances; and providing for retention of 
income to maintain a modest standard of living for the absent 
parent and his present family. In contrast-, the State of 
Washington's criteria do not allow other debts to be consid- 
ered ahead of an absent parent's support requirement* We 
compared the effect of the various criteria in the five loca-^ 
tions for an absent parent earning $6,000 per year, with one 
dependent, no unusual expenses or debts, and one child on 
AFDC. The following table demonstrates th^ variance in pay- 
mmnt requirements from loaation to location. 
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County 

Lackawanna, Pa. 
Snohomish, Wash. 
Yuba, Calif. 
De Kalb, Ga. 
Contra Costa, Calif 



Monthly 

payment required 

.$122 
• 70 
50. 
47 
36 



In the four locations with payment scales, we applied 
the scales to the AFDC cases reviewed in which the absent 
parents— both- located and unlock ted--had not been ordered to 
make child support payments. We estimate that there was a 
potential to annually collect about $2 niillion more 3.f pror 
Sram personnel would locate absent parents and require *hem 
to initiate payments. We also reviewed the potential for 
additional support in Marion County, Indiana, by using 
Georgia's criteria to determine payment amounts. County 
welfare officials 'concurred with the reasonable-ness. of the 
critaS iJsed. When' we applied the Georgia criteria to' the 
circumstances of 138 absent parents who were not required to 
make. support pa/ments , 9 of them showed the potential- to _ 
pay over* $22,606 per year toward the support of their cnii- 
dreh on AFDC in Marion County.. , "■ , 

■ Me recognize that to realize the potential collections 
additional efforts and increased, costs may be required. . 
Hov/ever, these efforts have proven to be^^cost benef iciai . ■ 
(See p^.-^^'l. ) . ■ 
REVIEwBfb AND . ENFORCING PAYMENTS 

After the initial payment amount has been established, 
proqram officials should assure that it remains consistent 
with the absent parent's ability to pay and that payments ^ 
are made . 



Reviewing actions 

Our review of cases where child support payments had been 
established showed that in many instances no ad justments _ had 
ibeen made to account for chann-iJ in the absent parents in- 
comes. This is the result of (1) some localities not having 
criteria by which payments can be adjusted or (2) officials 
•not making such reviews where criteria' do exist because there 
was a lack o^^ procedures or staff. ' 
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In 4 counties which use " specif ic payment criteria, 68 
of 200 absent parents were assigned support payments less ' 
than required by the payment criteria in their^ localities. 
On the basis of these 'cases , we estimate that' about $1,1 
million in increased payments could result from bringing 
child- support paymGn^ts in line with existing criteria, 

: ^ ^ ' • . • ' . , " ' - 

For exa^mple, in Contra Costa County, an absent parent 
with a grdss^anhual income of about $16,700 had a total ' 
monthly ^yment of only $25 for three dependents receiving 
AFDC: Based on agency criteria, "the payment should have 
been $311. The .average welfare grant payment in California 
during 1973 w^s only $295. Thus, support payments' commensu' 
rate with the absent parent's income might have made -^the 
family ineligible for AFDC. 

We believe there is a potential to increase child^^ sup- 
port payments in those counties where no criteria currently 
exist. To test this, we applied Georgia's criteria for 
.support payments to' present child support cases in, Marion 
County^ Indiana^ as a means of comparing the absent parents' 
ability to pay with what they had been ordered to pay. We 
.found thaft 12 of 50 absent parents had established payments 
which were less, than the amounts required^ by Georgia's 
criteria* We estimate that about $20 , 000 per ^y par more ^ - 
child, support could be collected if payments were made ac- 
cording to these criteria, which Marion County of ficials ^' 
considered reasonable. ' 

Enforcing actions , 

Program personnel are not assuring that abserit'^parents 
meet their; child support obligations , This situation^ which 
program officials attribute to such rnatters as failure of 
courts to enfopce their orders, lack of procedures to detect 
delinquencies, and inadequate staff, had' led to poor compli- 
ance by absent parents in meeting child suppdtt-, payments and 
to unnecessary State and Federal AFDC costs. 

Payment records were available for only 429 of 500 
absent parents in our second sample who were to be making 
payments. An" examination of these records, showed that Irom 
July through December 1973, actual payments represented only 
48 p 5 percent of the required payments as follows i 



26 



18 



i..'(:>n L r a (/o:; 

V libel 

[3t^ Kalb 
Nor f o 1 1; 
Kci L r TdM 
Har ri 

Marion 

V i c]o 

Total 







1 '..! yiiHMi I: n 


Vc 


rcon 






= ; MaclG 


N o t: ni a cl o ] 


)a i (\ 




'} 2 3,0 2^ 


6,66 3 


$ ] 6 ,964 


2R 


^3 0 


2 n , 4 9 0 


13,460 


12,0 30 


53 


4 7 


^2,688 


2l', OIR 


10 , 870 


66 


5 0 


23,452 


18,14 3 


5 , 30 9 


7 8 


32 


18,782 


^\ 5,797 


12,985 


i L 


46 


29 , 579 


19,536 


10,043 


66 


> 7 


20 , 230 


4 , 722. 


15 , 508 


2 


4 7 


30,665 


= 18,947 


11,718 


6 2 


3 5 


25,868 


3,323 


22 , 545 


1 J 


3 5 


IB ,009 


8 , 0 6 6 


9., 94 3 


44 


429 


$24 8 , 39 0 


$120 ,475 


$1.27,915 





™m„Sh . 596.50 5.6.80 549.70 , 48. 

A morp datailecl look at naymGnts made shows the distri- 
bution of! thP egnivalent number of paymGnts made .during the 
6-rnonth period. 1 About 35 percent of absent parents made 
no payments at all during this period while 30 percent paid 
in full. \ 



Equivalen^ipaymenta were determined by dividing the • 
ant jkih for the 6-month period by the amount required 



:300 



to bs-^paid_^each month; e.g 
■»• $100 (required monthly payment) 



total paid for 6 months] 
3 equivalent payments. 
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The lack of suf ficient income could be one reason \vhy ' 
absent parGnts do not; make child support payments. We found, 
however, that somo absoiiL parents did have sufficient income 
to providQ sui.)port but lailod to make any payments, Fo.t 
example, in Contra ■ M:.a County, 27 of the 50 absent parents 
made no payments i Lho period reviewed. Our reviaiv of 

the case files i .:c-cj tihat some typo of enforcement 

action was initi by -the caseworker in only 17 of the 

cases* Of the 1^ "ases receiving no review or enforcement 
action, we detern i.ed that 6 absent parents had sufficient 
income to pr'ovide r^upport. For each of the six cases ^ Agency 
officials concurred that s^ iie action should have been taken 
by the caseworker. 

^ Failure of .th absent parents to meet their child Sup^ 
"^ppr't obligations has resulted in substantial unpaid balances 
belTTg^^^^aGUmulated. Although records were incomplete? we were 
able to^gbmpute that at least $644,500 in obligations had not 



b.MMi i>ni.l ov.M- variotiR porif^ls for the 429 'msos previously 

In M,,rior, r.nmt.y ,,l(.)iu., i'hora wnn 1X0, 600 unpaid 

in („-a:Jon, witli 7 .'•a;.--:; bavin. | an unpaid balance in uxccHr, 
oi 00 0 each. 

Prn.jram ofMcinlB ponerally havo taken limited acUiona 
l-t) en I lent Unpaid amountB. I'or oKample , in the tv^o Indiana 
rountins (Marlon and Vicio) , where the county clerks are 
qupf)OKed to ndtity the court when paymonts are not made, 
this waq not beinq done. In soiue casoa accounts were not 
oven -^el up BO missed payments could be detected. One county 
clerk said that a iudqe said not to bother notifyincj hrrn 
since hi'=^ court was ovorburdoned. Another county clerk 
said it was up to the recipient, not his office, to sec that 
support was paid. In these instances more action could be 
taken to assure that child support paymonts are kept current, 
and in cases ot nonpayment, collection efforts should bo 
i riad,' ' . 
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ciiap'i;I':r ~i 

ACTIuM;; (Ulfl.)!:: AND MONTTtif-^ 

TIM': CH.fi.D fUlPPCik*!' PROGRAM 



Voi: savQvai. years,, tlio Dr^pa r t:mon t: of IInciJi:h, Education^ 
and Walfaro han qencM:al]y actvoiclod child support: activities 
a law priority in cuinuari:Kin with other asoGCts oC aid to 
tamilies with depondont childrcim. Child oupport program 
rcsponsib i 11 1 ics and assignments have? boen handlGd in a fraq-^ 
inentGd manner and at times on an ad hoc basis. There has 
been no regular, effective syateni to monitor the States' 
child support enrorcement procframs, nor much statistical 
prcjqrom data available to dc^termine progress or nroblGms 
associated with the progranu The relative lack of action 
was prGvalent not only at HEW headquarters, but also in 
the reqional offices. This situation beqan to change in 
fiscal year 19 74, and the change became more noticeable in 
March 19 75, when IIRW began respondinq to program amGndments 
contained in Public Lav; 9 3-64 7. 

The following discussion will explain what was occurring 
before the enactment of Public Laws 93-647 and 94-8R (see pp, 
22 to 29) and what has liappened siibsequen U y . (Sr^e pp. 2^ 
to 30. ) 

HEW GROUPS AFFECTING 

TfiE' cjiild" support" "program 

In 1974 , six HEW headquarters o rg an i z a t i-) ns had some 
relationship to the child support program. No one organiza- 
tion had oversight responsibility for the program, and 
ef for its were not coordinated. 

Assis t| ance Payme nts Administration 

W^hile all actions affecting the child support program 
did not emanate from one headquarters organization, APA had 
the prtlmary responsibility for the program. APA assisted 
HEW. regional offices and State agencies by interpreting 
Federa|. policy as questions arose, preparing and issuing 
program instructions and regulations, and developing review, 
guides for monitoring States* compliance with Federal regu- 
.lations. Also, APA officials stated that they attended 
conf erances , participated in workshops, responded to congres^ 
sional jinquiries , provided program information when requested, 
and maintained records of pending child support court cases 
that milght establish legal precedents* 
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Wlhhin Ai^A, hhroo clivisionB Bhnrac.l responsibility Cor 
nnrrviivj on^ InHkR rcnatod to thn child KUpport progranu 
AH part of its ovnrn 1.1 riincLion, the divinioii of protjram 
payment shundardn wan ronponrnl)ia rf)r luindliaiq protjram and 
poi-icy mattorB in tho aroaB oE u:4 tabliahinq patarnity aiul 
HUpport, notifyinc] iaw enforcement officials of abandonQd 
chi.iflron rccuivi.nq APDC , and using IRS to locatG absent 
pnronts. Althnuqh plans had bQen made to establish a branch 
v/ithin the diviRi.on to handln only child support matters, 
APA officialB saijl LhLB waK navav done bocausc of staffing 
problems. 

'rhe division of State systems manacfoment provided guid=- 
ance to the States on Federal matching rates for paternity 
and support activities. Also, this division planned and 
implamGnted data exchanges and v/rote procedures for using 
Social SecMirity Administration and Internal Revenue Service 
records I ^oc^nte absent parents. 

The d. ion of prograni evaluation and planning sGrved 
as a liaison b-tween APA and the National Ce;nter for Social 
Statistics, defining what type of data the Center was to 
accumulate on the child support program. This division 
also reviewed and analyzed the data obtained. 

These 3 divisions of APA had 29 professional staff mem- 
bers. No record was maintained, and we could not ascertain 
how much of their time was spent on child support matters or 
what this effort cost. In testimony before the Senate Com- 
mittee on Appropriations^ in February 1975, the Administrator^ 
Social and Reliabilitation Services, stated that HEW head- 
quarters devoted less ^.than 1 staff year in fiscal year .1973 
and 4 staff years in fiscal year 1974 to the child support 
program. Related salaries and expenses were estimated at 
$29^000 in fiscal year 1973 and $78,000 in fiscal year 
1974. 

Office of Pl^-innina. Research, and Evaluation 

This office acted primarily as the research and demon- 
stration arm of SRS. In this capacity, two research and 
demonstration projects were contracted for m fiscal year . 
1974 to"examine the problems of child support by absent parents 
under thts AFDC program. 

One project focused on developing a cost-benefit model 
to help State and local governments organize efficient and 
effective programs for collecting child support payments 
from absent parents. ^ ■ . 
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The second projoai: rorfuirocl i:hu contraccor to briefly 
rnvJnw of: Ports of- di.nhrict: ahtornnys find courhH wi thi n tho^ 
Stintnii solacLud for analysi.^ in the [)ravJ.nuB study. lUJHOd 
on thiB rQviGW the contractor thon cnnducted two demons tra= 
tion training workshops at which district attorneys or 
agency prosecutors who had impltimentGd rGlativQly success- 
ful programs instructed other interested parties on proven 
tGchniques of enforcing chil.d support for AFDC famiJ.ies, 
and exehnngod ideas and eKpGriencGS with the participants. 

Although APA ofCicials were not designated as project 
officers for the work done under these contracts ^ we were 
told they .were aware of the contracts, made some input on 
the scope af v/ork, and participated in the training workshops 

Office of Polic y Control 

In January 1974, SRS established a new Office of Policy 
Control to coordinate the preparation of poliry directives, 
codify existing policy^ and coordinate the > nance of pro-- 
gram regulations and ^,t|uide lines for SRS. Thiis off ice was a 
liaison for SRS with'-'other agencies in HEW and with the 
Federal Gov( ^nment in matters relating to SRS guidelines 
and regulations. 

An official in this office said he had worked very 
closely with APA in revising regulations pertaining to 
Federal re rmbur semen t of paternity and child support activi^ 
ties. Also, the Office of Policy Control worked with APA 
on guidelines for implementing revised paternity and support 
regulations. This work was terminated when Public Law 9 3^647 
was^ passed, and revision of regulations was assigned to a 
task force , 

Office of the U.S. Comm issioner of Welfare 

The Office of the U*S. Commissioner of Welfare provided 
direct assistance to a number of States to help them mod^ 
erniza their welfare systems, reduce errors in determining , 
eligibility and payments, and close loopholes whi ;i permit 
nonneedy persons to receive welfare benefits. Si /eral 
States requested HEW to make comprehensive reviews of their 
public assistance programs, primarily AFDC, as a first step 
toward solving their welfare problems. According to the 
Assistant u.S, Commissioner of Welfare, who has participated 
in the reviews, child support enforcement activities were 
considered a very important part or the review because 
this is one program area in which effective and efficient 
management can result in overall savings without reducing 
tot^^l funds received by AFDC families* 



cinco these roviows were undertaken ^^tho request of 
tho' states, HEW did not EoHow up on them once the tepoit. 
i^ro cnmpTotod, unloB. requested by the States to conduct 
additioril inve^tiqauions or to as.ist xn drattincj naw .eyu- 
latibns or loc|isla tion . 

A report on child support dated June 26, l"^' ^as 
preparad'Ly the Commiss ioner - s advisory group on chrld sup 
Dort This group was formed at the request ol the U... 
Commissioner of Llfare and was made up of atturneys, a^ 
juSger and other persons knowledgeable about child support. 

The advisory qroup's recommendations to HEW included 
informing the public of the magnitude of the problems, pro- 
mulgating more'^effective regulations, promoting nationwide 
training and informational exchanges, and ^^ering the 

development of a ^national system to accumulate and maintain 
information necessary for the enforcement of f^l^^^""' 
This repnrt was given to the Secretary, HEW, and to the 
Sffice of the General Counsel for review, comment and 
"ugaesuions on possible action. No action was taken, 
however, becausL of the enadtment of Public Law 93^647. 

UEW^^ud it_Agency 

Thn HEW Audit Aqency is responsible for developing and . 

Tfriro"\Hir^rs:rtrctedij;e^^id!rA,2nc/^i :^.'wH.t 

efforts to obtain child support payments varied in different 
locations and that some i"^P^<'^ements could be made. Further, 
we were informed that an indeterminable amount of audit 
effort was used to assist other HEW groups with ^^ev^^^J.^f 
Ihe child support program and to examine some Portion of the 
program as part ol reviews designed to cover the broad 
aspect of the AFDC program. 

qn'-iRi' g^f-nritv Administration 

Absent parents' social security numbers and whereabouts 
are tSo vital pieces of information, needed to pursue child 
aru two vital p _ ^^^^ gj^g procedures prescribed 

S?Lf.s™nrsi°^n^o.i:;r.riir^Sp-J?;-3ir;r^a,^ee.en.. 
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BSA otPiciala advisoci us thab thay stopped this praei-i -o 
but that SSA will continue to provide cmployGr nddrogq 
inLormation on cAbsent paronts to lio FndrTnj. Pnrnni- r,nr;,tnr 
Servicft. (Sgo p. 14.) 

nKw_ACTT 0N5 ON OUR pm\nm}s^jiEPo n t 

On March 13, 1972, we issued a report enfcitlad "Colloc- 
tion of Child Support Under the Proqram of Aid to Farni iics 
with DGpendent Children" ( r3- 1 6 4 0 31 ( 3 ) ) . The report con = ^'' 
tamed several recornmcDndations to the Secretary of IIEW The 
following arc the recommendations included in our ] 972 'report 
and [lEWs responses and related actions on those recomrnenda-^ " 
t ions . 

Reviewing 

Our recommendat ion 

HEW initially should review each State's child support 
enforcement program to ' ■ 

--determine how effective the program has been in 
identifying and locating absent parents and in 
securing child support, 

--identify problems encountered by the State in its 
support enforcement .program, and 

--find ways to assist the State in solving its prob- 
lems. 

i mw's response and related actio n 

MEW acknowledged the need for comprehensive administra- 
tive reviews of States' child support enforcement programs 
and added that priority objectives for SRS for fiscal year 
19 73 included plans to establish procedures for such reviews. 

In September 1972, guidelines were developed for review- 
ing six.AFDC program areas, including legal liability of 
absent parents for support in AFDC. The'office of the Sec- 
retary directed that this area be included specifically in 
response to our recommendation. 

We contacted HEW. officials to learn how many reviews 
had been made in this program area. They told us that some 
paternity and support reviews had been made in fiscal year ' 
1973 but it was not known how many had been completed or 
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„H..e copies C, reports ^J^^^l^ "^^rl^. m"- 

that 6 States m J rcqiuns had ^^^^^'^^ ^hn support en = 

..e O..ioe of tHe co^ie.ioner Of welt.r.^h..^re 
the AFDC P^-J-™/," 'rL a2.nt reports suggested, ' 

°n "pfr?! ^Srto'Lrpr^ie-the- chiid support pro,ra™. ' 

Monitoring , 
Our recommendation 

HEW Should adopt procedures for monitoring the States' 
support enforcement programs. 

H EW ■ s res po n s e^ anj^^j;elated_^cU 

;;ni^aioated that, procedures ^ ^^^l^ f ^t^!^ " 
support enforcement programs -""l^^^/^i^i^Sl^ in^ response 
grai part of the ^-^^^^"^^ the ; 
to the first ^^^^^^^J^ lormaking such reviews 

m sfof f IrMtefhS 1! ^--:f^,-linLh^tif Stages 

HEW also pointed out that its gualitycontrol^s^^^^^ 
initiated in 19 70, provides for J^^eMing t_^ establish 
which State agencies taking required action ^^^^^^ 

the absent parents' legal l^^^^^J^J^^^m has not 
tion obtained through the S^^^^^y control ^ . • _ 

been used, however, to monitor child support actr 

Reporting , ^ ^ . 

■ Our re commendation 
' HFW Should require States to periodically report to 

Llsrt^srSnrtSe-.-uut-nu^^^ 

• and accSmplishments and problems encountered. 
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lll-iW'sj respo nse^ and rel atecl achion 



HI'iW .indicat;ad hhat: durinci fiscal year J 973 it would 
rnquost; a raporl: from ont:h SLaLo on ibs act: j.vi t i as and 
QCcompliBhmenta in obtaining support from absent fathors. 
Data was colloctod by the National Conter for Social Statis- 
tics and. included in the *'1973 AFDC Study, Part II-A, Finan- 
cial Circumstances," This data was tht3n tabulated by a 
number of variables, ;uch as the number of children rcceiv-- 
ing AFDC for whom payinents are to be made, the monthly 
^imount of the court order or voluntary agreement , the 
designated payee (parent, court, welfare ^aciGncy , etc,)", and' 
the extent to which payments are being met' (partially, fully, 
or not at all) , ~ - 2 

Although this data provides useful general information 
m a number of areas, it does not specifically show the 
amounts of support GOllection nor provide any real indica- 
tion of the accomplishments and problems of the States* child 
support enforcement programs. 

^ti jo^rniing 

Our recommendation 



HEW should disseminate to all States information on 
particular accomplishments or organisational features of 
either State or JIEW regional offices that might assist other 
States in improving their programs^. 

HEW* 5 response and related action 



HEW indicated that it would defer its implementation 
until receipt and evaluation of the reports mentioned above. 
The AFDC study, however, is a compilation of statistical 
data derived from sample surveys of 33 States' AfDC caseloads 
during a,l--mQnth period. While the study data may indicate, 
for example, that a .particular State has been more success^ 
ful than others in a ^certain area, such as obtaining court 
orders for support, i^\^rovidBu no information on the State's 
program characteristics pr organizational features. 

More recently, two con.tracts were awarded (see p. 23) to 
help States operate their child support programs. One con-- 
tractor visited some States and then held workshops where 
State officials could exchange program ideas and experiFnces. 
The other contractor developed a cost-benefit analysis £ 
various child support programs and a summary of the analysis 
will be distributed to all the States, Also, a "How They Do 
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Tf" .ookTpt- was isj5UGd to the StoUc-s which describes the 

'fn, . /iL-es"of: fcho child support tsnf orcernont programs in Massa- 

r] . ;c't'ts and Wa;-3h inq ton . 

Co ns id cniiBSLJ^i?-5iii£Lllt o_a iS.^JiSJ2 
Our re comme n da tig n 

HEW should fincouraqa States to consider the features 
of the Sfnle of Washinqton's program that have contributed 
to itR success and, when practicable, to adopt tliose fea- ■ 
turgs" that'would strengthen their support enforcement pro- 
grams. " . 

HEW 's response and related action _ ■ . 

The previously mentioned "IIow They Do It" booklet was 
issued/ Washington State program officials said that they 
hid been contacted by officials of 29 States and the Disti xct 
of Columbia for program information and consultation. 

HEW RKgPQNS E TO NEW L EGISL ATION . 

^fter the enactment of Public Laws 93-547 and 94-88, 
HEW officials substantially increased their activities on 
the child support program. Significant among these 
activities are 

--awarding two grants designed to explore new 
methods of determining paternity, 

--designating regional staff to work with the 
States in preparing their program plans, 

—awarding a contract to establish baseline program 
data for comparison against program results 
■ ' achieved after Public Law 93-647 was enacted, 

— awarding the National District Attorneys' 

Association a contract which resulted in 6 con- 
ferences being held to explain the new law and , 
in providing local prosecutors with information 
and technical assistance in carrying out child 

support activities, 

^-immediately establishing a task force to begin 
responding to legislative requirements. 
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convonin an iiiformal advif^ory c/rnup roiTiposnd of 
^ ' ^ non-Fodernl officials hhat discussud and " suqqes ted ^ 
procjrnrn stnndards and minimum orqanization and 
shafninq rnqu rrnmon in tha Htntos, 

■--complGting and issuiny program requlahiona that 
becaniG eftective on August 1, 1975 , 

^ --G^3tablishlng an Office of "Child Support Enforce- 
ment (OCSE) and designating- the Administrator, 
■ SRS, to operate the child support program, 

"requesting positions to staff OCSE and related 
administrative support^ 

--^developing a Federal Parent^ Locator Service 
(FPLS) to allow States to obtain an absent 
parentis last reported employer or residence 
address from SSh, IRS, or Department of Defense 
records, 

---participating in an ad hoc comrrdttee to estab- 
lish uniform garnishment procedures for the 
executive branch, ' 

--approving 41 of 54 state plans submi tted as' of 
January 12, 1976, 

—reviewing requests for waivers submitted by 8 
States to delay implementing the new legisla- 
tion , and 

--issuing quarterly grant awards which total 

$25,2 million as of January 12, 1976, to those 
States with approved plans, | 

Although HEW has been able to take many 'actions to beg 
implementing the new legislation, it has been hampered in 
preparing to carry out several aspects of the child support 
.program* This has occurred because the new legislation be- 
came effective for the most part on August 1, 1975, but the 
fiscal year 1976 appropriation was not approved ■ until 
January 28, 1976, Thus for almost 6 months HEW could not 

---adequately staff OSGE, 

—begin operation of FPLS, ^ 

— use IRS to collect child support payments, or . - 

— process applications from the States to use Federal 
.courts to enforce support orders. 
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in' rncont year a, Sciveral ' bi 1 1 s have been introducad to 
amand'^tho. child suppoTt pirovis^idn. of the Social bocurity Act 
00" January 4, 1975-, 'Public Law 93-647 was enacted, author- 
izing many rna-ioD cHanges to the child support program .ub- 
Bc.qupAtly, Public Laws 94-46 and 94-88 were enacted, defei- 
.rinc-rthe.pffectiVQ date and, amending certain sections ot 
the earlier •legrglatioJi as well as adding some new provisions 
Both administrative 'pr-bcedures and financial mcentrvea are 
contained in the new legislation which should enable and en= 
courage the States to improve child support activities, 

Th^ cost to. the Federal; Government of implementing the 
legislation is uncertain. , Since, no reliable cost and col^ 
Taction data is available for previous years the Department 
Si Health, Education, and Welfare has had difficulty mesti^ 
mating th4 Federal cost and related collections which might 
be anticipated by carrying out provisions of .the new legi- 
latlon; At "a hearing in February 1975, the Adminj3strator 
Social and Rehabilitation Service, provided tentative cost . 
and collection estimates to 'fhe Sobconimittee on Labor & 
Health, Education, rnd Welfare, Senate Committee on Appro 
priations, on the anticipated ^^^^^^^^^''^^^'^j^ 
new Federal costs resulting from provisions of title IV-D 
of the Social Security Act, as follows: 



_ — — - — —(mill lono> ■ 



Total new collections 



1109.2 $280.8 



Less: Bounty to recipients \r ^7 9 

' Bonus to ioca lit ies "i 



Htates' share 



39.3 iMa^ 



Federal share of g 

new collections 526.3 ^ ^^^^ 

Total new administrative costs 92^2 143.2 

Less J States' sharo ^kljS 

Federal share- of 

administrative cost 



Net Federal cost 



$ 4 8 . 3 




39 



31 



in adciition, fitiw os tiiina to^: Mio coBt of; additional stafr' 
Lq implc;^nient: tho luy isla tiion at $3.7 iiiiilion annually . From 
a Foderal. standpoint:, the new logislcition will not iinniGdi- 
atiGly savn inonoy btn^nuBC^ larqo Bt:nr(:np aosts will bo iminodi- 
atoly incurred while now c:o 1 .UK!t:ian55 nro cjradually obtainQd. 
From the States' standpoint, however, the new leqislation 
will immediately save them money because their share of: 
administrative costs has been reduced from 50 porcent to 
25 percent and State and local collecting agencies will 
receive a bonus for collections received. Over the long 
run, implementing the new legislation is eKpected to save 
money for both the States and the FederH Government. When 
this will occur and how much will be saved is difficult to 
estimate until the new legislation is implemented andT^li-- 
able new cost and cotlecStion data is available for use in 
making projections. ^ HEW has recently prepared preliminary 
estimatc2s of total child support program costs and" collec-- 
tions based on State budget pro jections reported for one 
quarter of fiscal yea-r 1976. These i|stimates show that in 
fiscal year 1976, the Federal Government will have a net 
^ program cost of $10.2 million, and in fiscal year 1977, a 
net cost of $1.7 million is estimated/ 

Our analysis of the new laws indicates that they have 
the potential to correct several program deficiencies noted 
during our review. The following segments of this chapter 
describe certain provisions of these laws, the 'prpblems they 
address, what FIEW is doing to^^ comply with^ them, and our com-- 
ments on the potential impact of these provisions.^ 

SEPARATE UNIT IN HEj/ 

The amendments to title IV of the Social Security Act 
require that effective August 1 , 1975- ' . 

"* * ^ the Secretary shall establ ish within the 
Department pf Health, Education^ and Welfare a 
separate organizational unit^ under the direc- 
tion of a designate of the Secretary who shall 
report directly to the Secretary," 

in chapter 3, we showed that child suppprt actions in 
HEW were not coordinated . As many as six headquarters office 
groups carried out activities relative to the child. support 
program* There was very little child support activity in 
the HEW regional offices. 

In response to the requirement for a separate unit, in 
March 1975 the ' Secretary of HEW designated the Administrator 
of sns to direct a separate child, support unit--the Office 
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of Child Support Enforcemenit. Therefore, the Secretary's 
dLignie if L official who has responsibility foro^ 
maior programs ^ such as AFDC and .Medicaid. To staff OCSE 
fni fiscal year 1976, HEW requested 295 positions 170 of 
ShLh we?e fo? technical and support staff. The ^emainim 
125 positions we?e to satisfy the audit requirements of the . 
, - potpxux Office Of Management and Budget, 

iow^ve !'Lr.pprivsrrequesttn, only jvo positions , leletin, 
those positions designated for the audit function. 

Tentatively the 170 positions are to be allocated as 
follows: 

Function ,. 

Location Total, Administra tive/technicaJ, 
OCSE head- ■ 

quarters 90 68 

Regional • ■ ' 

offices , 80 ^ JO. ^ 




170 



138 



12 20 



a^en of these positionl may be allocated to the regional 
offices, ' . 

' According to. ah HEW official', there is conctern over 
OCSE's abiliS? to furfill the audit function within the , 
staffing level of 170. Plans are being formulated within 
Iew to lequest additional positibhs m fiscal ^ear 1977 to 
staff the child support audit function. ^ . - / 

O ur observations - ' . 

The establishment of one organizational .unit with full 
.espoSLtai?, for the cnii. -P,o.t progg™ shou d^i.prove 

T^^^^^^-^ 29"^S-'3S0 positions, but oniy 
1,0 poSi^tons were requested. 9^""=<=°^.^he delay in 

7 months of "the fiscal year. This has/ limited the aotivi- 

ties and effectivenr <fl of OCSE. ■ / 
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AUDIT REQUIREMENTS 



A provision of the new law requires that the Secretary's 
designee i ' ^ ^ 

. * * Evaluate the implementatidn of State programs 
established pursuant to^ [the State plan], conduct 
such audits of state programs established under the 
plan * * * as may be necessary to assure their con^ 
formity with the tequirements of this part [of the ^ 
* law] , and, not leSs often than annually, conduct a 
complete audit of the programs established under 
such plans in each State and determine for the pur^ . 
poses of the penalty provision of Section 403(h) 
whether the actual operation of such programs in 
each State conform to the requirements of this 
part; * * " 

The penalty provision provides that by January 1, 1977, eaciC 
State must have an approved plan in effect and being carried" 
out or it will lose 5 percent of all Federal AFDc support 
until it does, ^ - . u 

V In the past, HEW has not had a continuing, effective 
monitoring effort for the child support program. Few audits 
of the program have been made in the last 3 years. Although' 
legislation has long required HEW to assure that States con- 
duct their program in accordande w|th approved plans, little 
has been done to comply, with this requirement. In addition, 
as noted on page -33, the staffing levels approved by the 
Office of Management and Budget do not include positions re- 
quested to fulfill the audit function. 

Our obse^rv^ations 

Although we agree that audit and evaluation efforts need 
to be increased, this requirement can be clarified and 
strengthened in two ways. First, the audits to be conducted 
as necessary and the complete audits for purposGs of the 
penalty provision (see above) appear to be duplicative since 
they are both directed toward assuring conformance with 
requirements of part D of title IV. Such duplication is un- 
necessary and should be eliminated. Also the audit for the 
purpose of the penalty provision may not be needed anhuaHy 
in a given State after it has established a record of having 
an effective child support program. '' ' ' 

Second, according to HEW's General Counsel, the legisla- 
tion restricts HEW to using OCSE staff to carry out the evalu- 
ation and audit function when there are other existing staffs 
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wif>- 1 HEW Which could perform these func^ .is. The lang- 
uJjr of the law could be revised to make OGSE responsxble . 
fo ■-ilsuring that evaluations and audits are made. HEW 
wm>LdlhIn have the flexibility to use such groups. as the . 
HEW Audit Aqency, the Office r f Special incentives m SRS , 
or the Office of Planning and Evaluation. 

TE CHNICAL ASS I STAN DE 

HEW is required to provide technical assistance to 
Statef in establishing effective systems for collectrng 
child support and establishing paternity. 

in the -past, technical assistance has been provided to 

their programs and contracting with a public accounting firm 
to (1) dSJelop a cost-benefit model to be used in f^^ctur- 

fSr the program, advisory groups comprised primarily of State 
officials were formed to assist HEW. . 

Our observations . • 

hiaih exSandinq its in=house expect ise — pac t icularly at the 
regiSn^foifiSI level, where HEW requested 70 positions for 
p?Igram technicians and administrative personnel. 

HEW was not permitted to staff the 70 regional Pjsitions 
until ?ts fiscal year 1976 appropriations were approved In- 
unt==Li J rtnr'h r^aion was designated to 

^ort Sn"Se;chUd'support program. Since the approprlatxcns 

In Ip"oved1lan"and implementing an effective prcgram by 

January 1, 1977, 
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PROGRAM INFORMATION 



Under the new legislation, HEW is to, assist the States in 
e's-tablishing adequate reporting procedures and maintaining 
records of prograrn operation/ IIE\7 is to maintain records^ 
of collections and disbursements, including the cost of 
making collections, Fipally, HEW is to annually report to 
the Congress on all program activities beginning in 1976. 

The OCSE program regulations issued during June 1975 
include requirements that States maintain program records, ^ 
including applications for child support services; actions 
taken to locate absent parents, establish paternity, and 
obtain and enforce child^ support; costs incurred and the 
amount and distribution of support collections; and other 
statistical or fiscal data required by the Secretary, An 
HEW official stated ^th^u program instructions have been 
issued to the States on reporting fiscal data while in-- 
structions are being finalized on the submission of proqram 
data. 

Our observations 

We believe that the adequate implementation of 'legis^ 
lative requirements for maintaining program data will aid in 
overcoming the present lack of program statistics. Further, 
the required annual report to the Congress should be an 
effective means of assessing the impact of the new legis- 
lation and monitoring program progress or problems* 

FEDERAL PARENT LOCATOR SERVICE ^ 



To assist States in locating absent parents. Public 
Law 93^647 provides that HEW shall establish a Federal 
Parent Locator Service, This service is to obtain infor- 
mation on the whereabouts of any absent parent for the 
purpose of enforcipg support obligations* its sources of 
information shall be the files and records of any department, 
agency, or instrumentality of the United States or any State. 

Our current review and our March 1972 report showed that 
the inability to locate absent parents was a major cause of 
child support not being established , Of the 1,312 absent 
parents identified as not paying child support (see p, 13), 531- 
or 41 percent, had not been ordered to pay child support 
because, according to program officials, they could not be 
located, / 
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HEW has readied an automated FP^S that will provide,^ . 
at the aDpropriate request of Stdte officials, the last re 
sorted rSsIl^ce or employer's address from the records of 
^SaSocial SeSurity Administration, the Internal Revenue Ser- 
vice!°Inl'thf Depa¥t.n„^ of Defense. ^ ^^ate request should 
include the name and -c al security ^^W'L^ 

■gnowf a\equalfcan'stil.lte lubmftted if 'tL data required ^ 
^nS4n?lfy^a- social security number is J^^^^^- . f ee p . 1 3 . ) , 
In this event, SSA ^;ill need to make a search for the num 
ier If I sokal security number is identified,, it will be 
usid to search SSA files for an employer's address The - 
number will not be made available to State officials or to 
FPLS so that other agency records can queried for a 
residence address. This will require the States to try uO 
oStatn the social security number from some other |ource if 
possible and then to resubmit a locate request to FPLS in 
hopes of obtaining a residence address. 

AS of August 1, 1975, the States can no longer directly 
request IRS or SSA^^o provide address informatio.^on absent 
pl?ents because the enabling legislation was deleted m 
ISJorof tSrstates' using the FPLS to make such requests. ^ 
iinSI Slw wL not permitted to begin operating FPLS until 
Ttl ?iscal vear 19 76 appropriations were approved, the . 
Itlts'were'Smporarilf unable to obtain address information 
from any Federal source f or - over 7 months. 

Our observations 

The operation of an FPLS should help to expedite locating 
absenfpa?lnti: particularly in ^^ose cases wjere the absent 
parent has left the State where the AFDC applicant 
cipient resides. As discussed on page 15, IRS and SSA tiies 
can be useful in prbviding addresses for absent parents. 
Where the social Lcur ity'number is not ^nown, the locating 
process will take considerably longer because of the manual 
learch for the number. Also, only SSA files can be searched 
if a socialsecurity number is not Known because now SSA 
will not provide social security numbers for "^e by FPLS 
in querying other Federal agency files or for ^^e by State 
sCpport^enforcement officials. This Pfs^tion is based on 
the fact that there is no legislative language which author 
izesprovidfhg social security numbers. There is however, 
no !egi°^ativl language which expressly Prohibits the ^ 
lease of such data. Because- in most cases ^he absent parents 
social social security numbers are not known,, these restric 
tions on the relea'se of social security numbers may have an 
adverse impLt on the benefits States can enpect from using 

FPLS. 
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ESTABLISHFIENT OF SUPPORT OBLIGATION AMOUNT / 

Section 456 of Public Law 93-647 requires that the amount 
of the support obligation shall be the amount specified in a 
court order or, if there is no order, an amount determined 
by the State, The support obligation determined by -the 
State is to be in accordance with a formula approved by 
the Secretary, i 

The OCSE regulations require' that each State plan shall 
include a formula to be used by the title IV-D agency in 
determining the amount of support obligation. The formula 
must consider the absent parent's earnings and resources 
(including personal property), earnings potentaal, and/ 
reasonable necessities. In addition, it^ should consider - 
the needs of the child, amount of assistance the child is 
elxgible for under the full standard of need of the S tate * s 
IV-A plan, the existence of other dependents, and other 
reasonable criteria[ the State may choose to incorporate. 

Our observations 



Our review indicated that required support payments 
varied considerably, (See p. 17,) We observed that incon^ 
sistencies in determining support amounts not only occurred 
among States and counties, but also within the same county. 
In many cases, an absent parent's support payment was un- 
related to his income. Further, where payments were initially 
established without the benefit of specific criteria, it is 
difficult to determine where adjustments should be made in 
payments to reflect current conditions. 

Developing a uniform scale for absent parents* support 
payments should enable State agencies to determine support 
obligations on a consistent basis and to review systematically 
the reasonableness of support amounts as the absent parents' 
circumstances change. It would also provide the courts with 
guidance in setting child support payments. 

APPLICANT OR RECIPIENT COOPERATION 



Two provisions were included, in the legislation to 
encourage AFDC applicants and recipients to cooperate in 
establishing paternity and obtaining support payments. One 
states that as a condition of eligibility for AFDC each 
applicant or recipient will be requited to cooperate with 
the State in establishing paternity and obtaining support 
payments or property unless the State finds that the 
applicant or recipient has good cause for not cooperating. 
Also, the applicant or recipient is to assign the State any 
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riahts to the support obtained from other family members. 
IfM applicant or recipient refuses 'to comply^ wxth these 
requirements and the State does not find that there is 
good cause, this person shall be inelig-.ible and aid for 
which -the child is eligible will be proyxded in the form 
of protective payments to assure that the child gets the 
benefit of such payments. 

Before this change in the law, courts had ruled that 
there was no basis in Federal law or regulations for States 

require an applicant or recipient to identify an absent 
pSrent:" The States had to inform welfare applicants that 
?heir eligibility for welfare could not be affected if 
they refused to cooperate. 

The second provision of the law states that for 14 
months beginning August 1, 1975, 40. percent "Of the first 

of'child support- payments as are collected P^^--^^^ 
which represent monthly payments shall be paid to the 
familv without any decrease" in the assistance they received 
during such months. This amendment is intended to motivate 
the aIdI recipient to cooperate in identifying the absent 
parent and assist in obtaining suppprb payments. 

state and local officials with whom we discussed this 
provision generally, did not favor this incentive Several 
Officials stated that paying the recipients an additional 
$20 fir their- cooperation would create an administrative 
.problem and^is unnecessary since their eligibility depends 
on their cooperation, , ^ 

Our observations^ 

we did not find lack of cooperation^ to be a significant 
oroblem Isee p 12 . ) ' The financial incentive for cooperation 
!sltmT;ed to 14 months, partially so that its effectiveness 
can be evaluated. It may be difficult to f^^l^^^e this 
provision since, the cooperation requirement is also directed 
loward the same result. Further, paying 40 percent of. the 
firsl $50 is required whether or not the AFDC applicant or 
recipient actively cooperates. j. 

m share the States' concern that this provision will 
created sizeable administrative problem, not only during 
?he 14 months it is in effect, but subsequently as well, 
because financial records will have to be adjusted after 
the 14-month period has ended. 
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INCENTIVE PAYMENT TO LOCALITIES 

In order to encourage more participation in the child 
support program, a financial incentive was included in Public 
Law 93^647 for the State or local organizations that collect 
support payments* Through September 30^ 1976, after 40 
percent of the first $50 is deducted, the amount remaining is 
retaiaed by the State support enforcement agency , If another 
State or local unit collects, the child suppo.rt payment, it 
is entitled, for the first 12 months of collections, to 25 
percent of the amount retained, paid from thr- Federal share. 
After the first year, the collecting organization will be 
entitled to .10 percent of the amount retained, again paid 
from the Federal share, ~ 

The establishment of a Federal incentive was proposed 
by a California AFDC task force on the basis of California's 
experience with a statewide incentive program. Such an 
incentive on the Federal level was considered to be able 
^to improve absent parent collections nationwide, 

^ * 

We discussed Federal incentives for child support^ 
collection activities with State and local welfare and law 
enforcement officials before this amendment was enacted. 
While they generally agreed /that the incentive had merit, 
some .had reservations because of the decrease in the incentive 
payment rate. ( One official felt that after the first 12 
months, attention would be shifted away from the older cases 
toward new cases in order to obtain the higher percentage of 
collections. 

Our observations . i ' \ 

The establishment of a Feder^J^incentive should increase 
participation by local agencJ^^^'^Tthin the States and en= 
courage cooperation between States. We concur, however, that 
the decrease in the incentive payment percentage' has some 
potentially negative aspects since it could result in an 
unintended incentive for program officials to concentrate 
on enforcing new cases and will require recomputations of 
incentive payments after 12 months of collections have been 
made * j . ^ 

We believe that consideration should be given to 
establishing a consistent payment based on the amount 
collected. This would eliminate the negative aspects of 
a declining percentage and simplify administration of the - 
amount to be paid. 
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GARNISHMENT 

The law provides that: 

"* * * effective January 1, 197 5, moneys * * * due ' 
from, or ^payable by, the United States, * * * to 
any individual, including members of the armed ser- 
vices, shall be subject * * * to legal process 
brought for the enforcement, against such indi- 
vidual of his legal obligations to provide child 
support or make alimony payments." 

Before enactment of Public Law 93 = 647 ,- Federal employees 
were immune to garnishment proceedings to enforce child 
support obligations for children receiving AFDC. 

The law, however, did not specify which Federal organiza= 
tion was authorized to issue garnishment je|^l^tions nor^ 
did it define the term "legal process." The Justice Depart 
ment, at the request of the Office of Management and Budget, 
his been preparing a bill which would clarify the present 
gJJnilhmenllrovilion. Other legislation addressing these 
issues has been proposed in the Senate In a recent decision, 
B-183433, November 28, 1975, 55 Comp. Gen. 517 (1975), we 
held that the term "legal process," as used the garnish- 
ment section of Public Law 93=647, includes the administra 
tiJe procedure used by the State of ^ Washington to collect 
child support payment! from absent parents who have failed' 
to fulfill their support obligations. 

Our observations . ' 

we believe that providing the authority to garnish wages 
or other funds payable by the Federal Government should help , 
strengthen collection of child support. Having reviewed the 
Current law, we believe that there are two portions of the 
garnishment section that could be clarified. F^^rst, . 
luSority to issue regulations for the garnishment provision 
should be specified: 'second, a definition «f ^he term^legal 
process" should be added so that congressional intent is 
clearly established in the legislation itself. 
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CHAPTER 5 

CCTJCLUSIONS , RECOMMENDATIONS . ^ND COMMENTS 



. FROM THE STATES AND HEW 
CONCLUSIONS ^ ' 

Over 7 million children who have absent parents 
receive AFDC. Many of these children could benefit from an 
effective child support enforcement program. In the past, 
= however, the program has generally not been actively carried 
out by all States and has not been adequately monitored or 
administered by the Department of Health , Education , and 
Welfare. This has caused the States and the Federal Govern^ 
ment to spend many millions of dollars which would not have 
been spent on assistance for these children if child support 
payments had been obtained from absent parents. 

In an attempt to rectify this situation , the Congress 
passed and the President signed into law two, pieces of legis-- 
lation: Public Laws 93-647 and 94-88 in January and August 
1975, respectively. This, legislation intensified the child 
support program in several ways. It required HEW and the 
States to establish separate organizations to administer 
and operate the program* Separate State plans for- child 
support are. now needed. Additional Federal resources will 
be provided and minimum levels of State effort are to be 
established. 

The significant change which has occurred in HEW's level 
of activity to guide and monitor the child support program 
appears to be directly related to the enactment of Public / 
Laws 93-647 and 94-88, Since the program itself is under- 
going major transition we cannot assess the effectiveness of 
actions now underlay. We believe that increased program 
action will result in program improvements, 'But the extent 
of these improvements will have to be measured at a later 
time. The Congress should have the oppbrtunity to assess 
HEW's actions through the legislative requirement for HEW 
to annually report onactlons taken in carrying out the oro- 
gram * ^ 

Our review has shown that States are often limited in 
sources available to obtain social security numbers, addresses 
or income data for absent parents* Presently the States 
cannot obtain from Federal sources Income data or social 
security numbers needed to help locate an absent parent and 
to determine income. The effectiveness of ^ the Federal Parent 
Locator Service, which uses Federal records to locate absent 
parents, will also be limited if States cannot obtain social 
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security numbers, because the records cannot.be searched _ 
without~'-using these numbers. A dilemma presents itselt in 
a".i'ac.h as there is a desire for States- to increase child sup- 
port collections, but they will not be permitted access to 
sorfie Federal sources which could be used to help achieve 
this end. 

RECOMMENDA TION TO THE SECRETARY OF 
HEALTH , EDUCAT ION , _AND WELFARE 

The interest of the Congress in seeking an improved 
child support program has been demonstrated by the passage 
of new legislation. The required annual report to the 
Congress represents a good potential mnans by whi.ch the 
Congress can be informed on the succt that the new legis- 
lation has had on improving the child support program as well 
as any problems encountered in implementing the new legis 
lation We therefore recommend that. the Secretary, HEW, , 
take appropriate actions to insure that the following . data 
is included in the annual report to the Congress 

■ --Total program costs and, collections provided in suf- 

ficient detail to show the cost to the States and 
' Federal Government; the distribution of collections 
to families. State and local units, and the Federal 
Government; and an identification of the financial 
\ impact of the new legislation. 

--Costs and staff associated with the Office of Child 
Support Enforcement. 

■ --A count by State of all child support cases in exist- 

ence before the new legislation and the number of new 
' , cases added each quarter. 

—The status of all State plans at the end of the fiscal 

■ ■■' year and an explanation of any problems which are 

delaying or preventing apptoval of the plans. 

--Data by State on use of the Federal Parent Locator 
Service and • the number of locate requests submitted 
without the absent parents' social security numbers. 

—The number of cases by State in which, the AFDC appli- 
cant or recipient refused to cooperate in identifying 
and locating the absent parent. 

. Major problems encountered which have delayed or pre- 
vented implementation of the new legislation. 
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MATTERS FOR CONSIDERATION BY THE ^CONqRESS 

While we believe that the recent\egislative changes 
will do much to improve the child suppdrt program, some 
program areas could be further improved X 

Legislative changes ^ . . \ 

Provisions relating to. audit, garnishment, and incen- 
tives to parents and localities all could bW clarified or 
improved as discussed in chapter 4.. Therefore/ in order to 
further improve child support legislation^ - the Congress'may 
wish to consider the following suggestions for changes to 
part IV-p of the Social Security Act, as amended. 

Section 452 (a) (4) dealing with evaluations and audits 
should be changed to avoid possible duplication of audits 
presently called for in the law and ^to allow HEW flexibility 
in deciding what group (s) would carry out evaluatiorfs and 
audits.. A revision to this section could r&adi^ 

* * insure that waluations of the implemeri^ 
^ tation of State programs established .pursuant to' ^ 
such. plan are made periodically and that .an audit 
of the progra^ns established under such plan in 
each State is* made on a sufficiently frequent 
basis ^ but not^, less than often than every 
years, for the purposes of the penalty provision 
of aection 4 03 (h) , to determine whether the 
actual operation of such programs in each State 
conforms to the requirements of- this part; * * ^ 

The minimum frequency of the audita is left to the discretion 
of the Congress. 

Since it does not appear that the Congress will be able 
to clearly-rssess the ef f activeness of section 457(a)(1) as ' 
an incentive to encourage cooperation in identifying absent' " 
parents and obtaining child support payments, .and since our 
review did not show lack of cooperation to be a problem, this 
section which State and local officials say will cause a ^ 
sizeable administrative burden should be deleted. ' 

Section 458 which provides for incentive payments to 
localities should be revised to provide for a consistent 
•rate to be used in computing the incentive payment ^ so as to 
preclude the unintended result of localities, concentrating 
.collection efforts on new cases. (See p, 40. )i A revision 
to section 458(a) could ber : . 
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"* * * (1) an amount equal to per centum 

of any amount collected\ (and .required to be' 
distributed as provided, in section 457 to reduce 
or repay assistance payments) which is attributable ; 
to thE support obligation owed for any, month. 

The percentage amount is left to the discretion of the. Congress 

The garnishment provision in section 459 should be 
expanded to specifically .provide authority to one or more , 
organizations to issue implementing ^f^^J.^"^"^; . Jj^l 
definition of the term "legal process" should be added so 
that congressional intent is clearly established in^the 
legislation 'itself . These changes are needed to alleviate 
the confusion that now exists over how the garnishment, pro- 
vision is to be implemented and to assure that the several 
States now using administrative means to establish child 
support will be able to continue these programs. Specitic 
lanauagg is n6t suggested here because we have ^ commented on 
proposed legislative changes to the garnishment provision 
that were prepared by ^ Department of^' Justice for the 
consideration of the C^^-ess. , , 



Policy issue •; , 

The Congress may also wish to consider a most important 
Dolicy issue dealing with social- ^security numbers of ab.sent 
parents. Social security numbers are vital data, needed in 
Carrying out the cHild support program There is no legis.- 
lative requirement which Sxpressly prohibits or authorizes 
the release of absent parents social -^c^'f^ty numbers _The 
Solial Security Administration has admi...stratively decided 
not to release- spcial security numbers to States, as had 

been- done previouslr, or to the FPDS. ^'Urther , SSA has sub^_ 
mitted a writteh position paper on this .issue to the Secretary 
of HEW, who is decraing. whether or^not to uphold SSA s 
decision . 'I ■ ■ , , ■ • , 

We are aware of the' concern over protecting the 
individuals'- right to privacy so that Government records 
wi?fnot be inap^priately used for. the purpose of dissemi- • 
nating personal inHEtnation. Further, 'we are aware of the 
Soncern^in the, GoverS^t and slsewhere that social security ■ 
numbers not become a u^ersal identifier a^^^ therefore _tha ^ 
key which will provide access . to numerous public- and ppvate^ 
data banks On the other, hand, . the Congress has specifically 
expressed its intention to establish an. improved child sup ■ . 
port progrim through enactment of legislation which set up 
a Sderal sLvice to "locate Absent parents. .For this- service 
to be fully Iffecti^e under existing data processing systems, 
knowledge of absent parents ' social security nuntoers is 



necassary. In this connection the law now requires that each 
AFDC applicant or tecipient furnish a social security number 
as an eligibility requirement^nd that' this number^ will be 
used as a means of Identification. To establish such a 
comparable use of thise numbers for absent parents whose 
families are applying, for or receiving assistance appGars to 
be a question of legislati\5e policy. Therefore, the Congress 
fnay wish to decide legislatively whether absent parents' 
social security numbers should be provided to the Federal 
Parent Locator Service and" to thr State agencies. In July • 
1975,^ a bill (S. ^2243) wis introduced which proposes that 
social security numbers be furnished to authorized persons 
for the purposes of the child support program* r ' 

STATES_^_COMMENTS ' , \ . ^ . 

Officials from five of the seven States reviewed commented 
=on our report. While they generally concurred with the "firiding 
and recommendations, they did offer several suggestions, 

Gallfofnia pointed out' that the bon^ paid to a State 
for collecting child support for another State (see p. 40)- 
ignores the fact that the State which initiated the support 
action generally does the most workl A State of¥iciar ' 
believed California will receive in bonuses about as much as 
will be paid by other States. He termed the present system as 
a bureaucratic boondoggle'V which should be eliminated in 
favor pf paying a bonus to £he jurisdiction which uses child 
support to decrease the AFDC grant, ; ^- , 

Indira., said its greaicest deterrent to, feffectively 
enforcing support payments and Ideating absent parents is the 
interpretation of the Privacy Act of 1974 by^other agencies 
particularly SSA. (See .p. 53, ) SSA'* s posd^ion of not provld- ^ 
mg social^ security numbers ^for child support purposes has 
already affected Indiana " s u^.of^ojher ' Ideating sources. 

While Indi^ha QfficiaW^'P^g the coopeiration in- 

centive paid. tcT APpC recip#nts-would create an. administrative ■ 
problem, they /did not agree \with our conclusion that lack of 
cooperation was not" a problem, (See p.' 12^ f "Therefore, they 
would not favor any^ proposal to delete the provision of the 
law. imposing sanctions against those who don 't^ cooperate , 

State of ficials ift Washington commented extensively on 
the child support legislation^ ^They stated dn^ part that i . 

— ^Finahcial incentives shouid be paid to Stat&s 
which operate .a^ successful State program as well* 
as to. local jurisdictions. ' - * ' . 



-Usinq IRS nnd K'tHloral courtsito locate 

-Seel Inn 454(f)) of t.lu> Bocial. Sof-iirity Act:, 
wliirli urovicl.'S L'tului-ai fundiuij l or- miLipoiM. ^ 
collnaliion aiul patorni.ty dc Lorniina t lun ar t: i.onH 
on bPhnl f of nonwGlfarc fainilicK, should bo 
oxhonded bcytmd Juno 30, 1976 , its Pi't^aont 
o---pi rafian^latn. An ostJinatod 800 to 1,000 
cases havt been kopt off Washington's wolfaro 
rollfi by Enforcing auppoirt obi igutionB . 

limit sli^ld be paaced on Fodcral reiniburso- 
[iiDnt of Stage s' ad pAnis trative coHty. 

■"Pedoral blood laboratoriGS should be providGd 
Lu aid ill determining paternity. 

-"•['he- ConEumoi- Protection Act/of _1971, which 
]i!:dts wage garnislinient , Qx^epA foir court , 
orcir red child support obligations , _ to 25 
rjr, -cGnt of e s rn i H qs , • s hou Id be amended to 
also exempt support^obligations established 
by administrative hearing. 



IIEW'S r-'MMENTS 



in- a February 25, 1976 letter, HEW agreed with our 
rGcornmendation and made the following observations. ■ 

HEW will require the States to report data on direct 
costs and child support collections and drstributions for a 
period conunancing August 1, 1975 , the effective date the 
n-- ^hild support legislation. HEW will report this mforination 
to'the CongreLbutmust depend on the states' accurate report^ 
ing. in view of (1) the short time remaining before the first 
a\inual report to the Congress is due on J,une 30, 1976, and 
(2) the shortage of staff resources, HEW will have difficulty 
assembling and interpreting this new information. Given 
the magnitude and complexity of the data to be reported, the 
fu!l impact of the new legislation may not be evident until 
the second report to the Congress. 

HEW further^ observed that information on cos ts , collections 
and number of cases existing before the new legislation is 
snbstantially more difficult to obtam than similar information 
for periods after the new legislation. HEW is currently 
conducting a child support State baseline study that will 
attempt to collect data from all States for June 1974 and 
Januafy 1975, in a manner parallel to that required by the new 
legislation. However, only those States that collected 
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wuch (l.tfu will Ijo ahio Lo ra^ipond; arul, in inany innUnncnn, 
distribution oi ^^und^i will nut bo rnportoci on a parallel basis 
duo to tho dii-ainnLiu ahancjoy .rc;K;uir(ui by.thu new loqislatinn, 
ThGraioro, IlKW^n abLLLty to comply with our rocommonda t ion on 
raporting in Forma t: ion n.MMai.nincf to pc^riodw bnTorn thr^ now 
legiHlatLun will bu iSGriouHly liniitod by tho oxtont and 
rulicibility o t data roportod by tho States, 

HEW also cormnenbQd on the Social Security Administration* 
past and prosent policlou and practicoa oi: providing social 
SGCurity numbers for child support purposos. HEW wanted to 
sot the record straigtit and avoid misintorpreta tion of SSA » s 
act ions , ( See p . 53 , ) 

HEW concoded that until 1975 SSA provided social 
soGurity numbers to State authoritios for tha purpose of 
locating an absent parent of a child receiving APDC. However, 
in view of the spirit of the Privacy Act of 1974, the practice 
has been discontinued. 

HEW recognized that operating the Federal Paren t Locator 
Service as effectively as possible conflicts with safeguarding 
inforfiiation about individuals in SSA files and is giving 
resolution of this issue the highest priority. 
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and no om^rir/. in contra Costa and Juba Count.os caU ; 
1. "l-ilb Cnunty, Ca.; Marion and Vigo Uountxns, Ind,; Lac^ka 
wanna CountJ^'pa:; Uarrr. County, TcK. ; Fair fax County and 
Norfolk, Vq. ; and anohomish County, Wash. 

Our roviPW was dono in two phases. The first phase ■ 
roauirPd compilinq data on welfaro recipionts and absent 
^fi^n localities. This data was gathered on forms 

Poliry, Joint Economic Committee, v-/ho initially rtcucsr i 
that we make a review to determine the potential ot a)oBerv^ 
pa?^ntH to make child support payments to recipients o£ aid 
to families with dependent children. 

We selected random samples from, the universe of open 
AFDC cases and active child- support accounts on December 31, 
tq71 areach location reviewed. One sample consisted ot 
9" AfdC cases for which there were identified absent parents 
who were not^deceased and for whom there were no court orders 
or voluntary agreements to pay child support or no ^ol lection 
accounts established. The second sample consisted of .00 
cSsesf^r which absent parents were under court orders or 
voluntary agreements to pay child support or had support 
accounts established. 

■ The AFDC case universes from which our sampleB were 
taken follow: 

Location aFnc: cases at 12/31/73 

Contra Costa ' Ut 

De Kalb , 4,353 

^""'"^ 18 ' 814 

Harris 18,814 

Lackawanna o4t 

Marion i'^fo- 

Norfolk 7,718 

Snohomish 3,ba/ 



Vigo 

Yuba ^ 



922 
035 



Total 6L^f 8J 



Most counties did not =^"^'^"^11' /''^"'^'i' ^^il^pSc^"" 
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Lu ]jo rtjfMM V i.ny chi.lcl !ui[)[Ku:i:. hi ihcnjn cu^iiiiLiof.; v/hi.f;h cli.,! 
suparaLQjy i<:i(!iiLLfy child siipporL caHoii , air yanuj]^o wan Lakcni 
f r ont t: h i s u n i vu r b a . 

In acid i. t.Loti to obi. ain iiitj data I'vum AFDt; and child ijiip- 
: jrt: CiloH, v/c also conbacLod variniis SLaUa and Fcdoral 
ayoiu:L^:*b bo obLain ab^^unt parrcnbs' locabions, BociaJ securitiy 
numbGrs, £ind iacornes. 

The SQcond phase of our rcvLuw cansiabed of analy^iaiq 
bhe child support programs in bhe 10 locabions rcviGwed. 
Further, we examined program activities carried out by the 
appropriate State agencies and the Deparbnient of ilealth, 
Education, and Welfare. To do this, we reviewGd records, 
regulations, and procedures and discusMod child support niabtcrs 
with State and local program and law onforcement officials 
and with MEW regional and central office personnel. 

We have carefully reviewed recent legislative uhanges 
b^th from a legal and prograia aspect and discussed the 
I. .gnificance of these changes and their potontial impact on 
the2 program. 
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'Lij|];- in:i^MUMiM\ ui iil-;ai-ih. lducaiion. and wr,Li--ARL 

• ' ■ .. .. , , I I I , I f i ■ i ' ! J V 



\,^^A .HlNtf i* N Lj C.: 



Mr* Gregory J, Ahart 
Director, Manpower and 

Welfare Division 
United States GencBral 

Accounting Office 
Washington/ D.C, 20 54 8 

Dear Mr, Ahart. 

The Secretary asked that I respond to your request for our 
comments "on your draft report, "New Child Support Legis- 
lation- Its Potential Impact and What Can be Done to 
Improve It." The enclosed comments represent the tentative 
position" of the Department and are subject to reevaluation 
when the final version of this report is received. 

we appreciate the opportunity to comment on this draft 
report before its publication. 

Sincerely yours ^ 
■John D., Young 

Assistant Secretary, Comptroller 

Enclosure 
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5^H!HEHlt s^3l.jyio Department o f Heal th, Education, and W e 1 fa re 
on_tho Com|;^roller General Draft: Report to the'^ong regg en 

t^taed^^_;;Ne^ 

MS^^hat^an be Done to improvo ItT '^ated December 1. ftTT^ 
B-TG4031 (3) ""^ ^ ' " ' ' ^ . 



GAP Recommendat ion 

'n^at the SaaretaPij, HIlV, Lake apprapHata aatiom to afiaure that 
the following data is inoluded in the mnual report to the Congreaa 

1. Total prograni aoats and aolleations provided in Buffiaimt 

datail to ahow the aoBt to the StateH cmd Federal Goverrment, 
diBtribution of aollaationa to faniiliea. State and loaal unite 
ar^ the Federal Governvnmt and an identifiaation of the 

Jtnanaii^il inipaat: of Uic hul) tug UHii Lion. 

8. A count by State of all ahild Mpport aaaeB in existenoe prior 
to the new legiQlation and in the number of neij caeeo added 
eaah (juai^ter*, 

Statun of all State plans at tlie end of the fisaal ijear cmd 
an explanation of any problems whioh ai'e delaying or pre- 
i^entinj appraval of the plana. 

4, CoGta :md Btaff asaoaiated iHth the Office of Oiild Support 
Enfopcu:ment . " " 

^^^^^^ ^-[^ ^'^tate on uae of the Pm^ent Loaator Service and nwiber 
of lo(\ite requests inibmitted without a social Qecurity number 
foj^ the absent parent, 

0, Data by State on canes uhere t le AFDC aj^pliamit or recipient 
refused to nooperate in identifying and loaatinq the absent 
pajy^nt, . ' ' 

7, Sig}iifi(\iHt lu^obl.VTiti n>if^^n4>itt-vrd uhtoh have delayed or pre- 
u^ntdd Lr7:i^ tuti. -:i ihn n^jj I ^'gi^latton. 

Departnient ComiTient 

We concur, subject to the following observations i 

O Data on direct costs and child support collections 
and distributions will be required to be reported 
by the States for the period commencing August 1, 
1975, which is the effective date of the new child 
support legislatiQn. The ability of the Department 
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to report this information to the Congress ac- 
ruratply will be dependent on the States' ability 
and willingness to report the data to the Depart= 
ment nccurately. In viuw of the relativnlv uhort 
period of time rcmaininq prior to the due date ot 
the first annual report to the Congress (not later 
than June 30, 1976), and the shortage of resources, 
it will- be difficult to assemble and interpret 
this new information in a comprehensive manner for 
the first report to the Congress. Given the 
magnitude and complexity of thp data to be re- 
portpd, "it may well be that thp full impact of the 
new legislation will not be evident until the time 
of the second report to Congress. 

information on costs, collections, and number of 
caseii prior to the new legislation is substanti- 
ally more difficult to obtain than similar infor- 
matiun for periods after the new legislation. We 
are rurrently conducting the Child Support State 
BascULne Study that will attempt to collect data 
from all States for June 1974, and January 1975, 
in a manner parallel to reporting requirements for 
the v,'.vr program. However, only those States that 
-ted such data will be able to respond, and, 
-ly instances, distribution of funds will not 
be reported on a parallel basis due to the dramatic 
changes required bv the new legislation m compari- 
son to child support enforcement under the previous 
legislation. Therefore, our ability to comply 
With the recommendations on reporting information 
prior to the new legislation will be seriously 
limited by the exte'nt of, and reliability of, data 
reported by the States. 



colJ : 
in ni. 



comments on the n..f„lness of the Social Security 
STr^tT^K^-^rTjouF Se^for Providing Inform ation about Absent 
^| ents t^^thT^t^M-Ja^S O^^ Parent Locator Service^ 

GAO concludes that social security numbers are vital data 
needed in carrying out the child support program and suggests 
that the congress may wish to decide legislatively whether 
absent parents' social security numbers should be provided 
by SSA to the Parent Locator Service and to the State 
agencies. • 

An increasing concern about individual privacy has been 
manifested recently both by the administration and by the 
Congress. Much, attention has been focused on the use of the 
social security number. 
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CorLainly the spirit of the recently enacted Privacy Act 
would imply that the Social Security Administration should 
safeguard confident ial personal information to the maximum 
extent posaitale. In this regard, the Privacy Act takes 
special note of the use of the social security number as a 
personal identifier and places special restrictions on Us 
use. 

On the other hand, legislation creating the Parent Locator 
Service mandates a Federal-State effort to locate, and if 
necessary prosecute, absent parents. Release of the social 
security number to the Parent Locator Service would facili- 
tate a cross-check of Internal Revenue Service records, and 
If the number were provided to the States it would enable 
them to^ crus^-ref erencu the systems which they maintain-- 
drivers* licenses, unemployment insurance, workmen's compen- 
sation, etc. Without question, release of the social 
security number by SSA would aid efforts to locate absent " 
parents. Without question too, it would compromise the 
privacy of social security records* 

Neither the Privacy Act nor the legislation creating the 
Parent Locator Service requires or prohibits release by SSA 
of the social security number. 

The issue at hand is one in which conflicting objectives 
meet head-on--opera ting the Parent Locator Service as 
effectively as possible while, on the other hand, safe^ 
guarding information. about individuals retained by the 
Social Security Administration in keeping with the Privacy 
Act, Resolution of this issue is being given the highest 
priority within HEW, 

To avoid possible misinterpretation of SSA*s past polioy and 
practice regarding disclosure of social security numbers to 
States for purposes of locating deserting parents, the 
record should be set straight on this point. It is true 
that there was a time when agency practice, at . least as 
enunciated at the operating level, called for the dissemi- 
nation of the number to State authorities for the purpose of 
locating deserting parents and others who have a responsi-^^ 
bility toward AFDC recipients. In fact, until . recently , 
this had been a matter of continuing practice. However, in^ 
light of the spirit of the Privacy Act, this practice has 
now been discontinued. - . 

GAO note I Comments received on other matters are 
discussed in the body of the report. 
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PRINCIPAL^HEW^OFFICIAL^^^ 

FOR ADMINISTERING^ACTIVITIES 
DISCUSSED IN THIS^REPORT 



Tenure of Office^ 



From 



To 



SECRETARY OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, 
AND WELFARE I 
David Mathews 
Caspar w. Weinberger 
Frank C, Carlucci (acting) 
'Elliot L. Richardson 

ADMINISTRATOR, SOCIAL AND 
REHABILITATION SERVICE: 
Don !• Wortman (acting) 
John A, Svahn (acting) 
James S. Dwight, Jr, 
Francis D. DeGeorge (acting) 
Philip J. Rutleclge (acting) 
John D» Twiname 

DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF CHILD SUPPORT 
ENFORCEMENT (see p. 33) i 
Dan It wortman (acting) 
John A, Svahn (acting) 
James S, Dwight, Jr* 

COMMISSIONER^ SOCIAL SECURITY 
ADMINISTRATION i 

James B. Cardweli 
Arthur E. Hess (acting) 
Robert M, Ball 



Aug * 
Feb, 
Jan * 
June 



Jan . 

June 
Mar , 



Sept 
Mar , 



1975 present 

1973 Aug. 1975 

1973 Feb, 1973 

1970 Jan, 1973 



Jan . 


1976 


present 


June 


1975 


Jan . 


1976 


June 


1973 


June 


1975 


May 


1973 


June 


1973 


Feb. 


1973 


May 


1973 


Mar . 


1970 


Feb. 


1973 



1976 
1975 
19 7 5 
1 



1973 
1973 
1962 



Present 
Jan. 1976 
June 1975 



Present 
Sept. 1973 
Mar. 1973 
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Copi€i of GAO reports are available to Ihe general 
public at a cost of $1.00 a copy. There is no chafge 
for reporti furnilhid to Merr^befS of Congress and 
congressional committee staff members. Officials of 
Federal, State, and local governments may receive 
up to 10 copies free of charge. Members of the 
presi? colifge libraries, faculty members, and 
itudents: non-profit organisations; and representa- 
tives of foreign governments may receive up to I 
copies free of charge. Requests for larger quantities 
should be accompanied by payment. 

Requesters entitled to reporti without charge should 
addreis their requests toi 

U,S. Generai Accounting Office 
Diltribution Section, Room 4i22 
441 G Street , NW. 
.yVashlngton, D=C, 20540 

Requesters vwh© are required to pay for reports 
should send their requeiti with checks or money 
ordiri to: 

U.S. General Accounting Office 
Plltribution Section 
P.O, Bom 1020 
Waihingion, D,C. 20013 

Checks or money orders shauld be made payable to 
the U.S. General Accounting Office, Stamps or 
Superintendinl of Ootfumenti eoupons will not be 
accepted, Pleaie do not send c ash. 

To esipedfte filling your order, use the report 
number In the lower left corner and the date in the 
lower right corner of the front cover. 
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